PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

7.

Approve Ranking List, Authorize Negotiations, and Award PS-5172-
04/AJR - Master Agreement for Consumptive Use Permit Assistance
to PBS&J, Inc., of Orlando.

PS-5172-04/AJR will provide professional assistance with the
preparation of Consumptive Use Permits and related negotiations
with the St. John’s River Water Management District.

This project was publicly advertised and the County received nine
submittals (listed in alphabetical order):

Camp Dresser & McKee, Maitland;

Connect Consulting, Inc.;

Environmental Consulting & Technology, Inc.;
Hartman & Associates, Inc., Orlando;

Hazen and Sawyer, P.C., Tampa;

PBS&J, Inc., Orlando;

Reiss Environmental, Inc., Orlando;

Sarah M. Whitaker, P.G., Orlando;

Water and Air Research, Inc., Gainesville.

The Evaluation Committee, which consisted of Robert G. Adolphe, P.E,,
Director of Environmental Services; Gary Rudolph, Utilities Manager;
Hugh P. Sipes, Senior Engineer; Jeffrey F. Thompson, P.E., Senior
Engineer; and Dennis Westrick, P.E., Manager, PEI evaluated the
submittals and short-listed the following three firms:

e Connect Consulting, Inc.;
e Hartman & Associates, Inc., Orlando;
PBS&J, Inc., Orlando.

The Evaluation Committee interviewed the three short-listed firms giving
consideration to the following criteria:

Proposed Approach to Performing the Work/Strategy;
Similar Project Experience;

Innovative ldeas;

Quality of Presentation.

The Evaluation Committee recommends that the Board approve the
ranking below and authorize staff to negotiate with the top ranked firm in
accordance with F.S. 287.055, the Consultants Competitive Negotiation
Act (CCNA):



1. PBS&J, Inc., Orlando;
2. Connect Consulting, Inc.;
3. Hartman & Associates, Inc., Orlando.

Authorization for performance of services by the Consultant under this
agreement shall be in the form of written Work Orders issued and executed by
the County and signed by the Consultant. The work and dollar amount for
each Work Order will be within the constraints of the approved project budget
and negotiated on an as-needed basis for the project. The estimated contract
value is $500,000.00/year. The term of the agreement shall commence upon
execution and shall run for a period of three (3) years. At the sole option of the
County, the contract may be renewed for two (2) additional periods not to
exceed one (1) year each.

Environmental Services/ Planning Engineering and Inspections Division and
Fiscal Services/Purchasing and Contracts Division recommend that the Board
approve the ranking, authorize staff to negotiate, and authorize the Chairman
to execute a Master Agreement as prepared by the County Attorney’s Office.
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B.C.C. - SEMINOLE COUNTY, FL
PS TABULATION SHEET

ALL SUBMITTALS ACCEPTED BY SEMINOLE COUNTY ARE SUBJECT TO THE COUNTY'S TERMS
AND CONDITIONS AND ANY AND ALL ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS SUBMITTED BY

) ) ) THE PROPOSERS ARE REJECTED AND SHALL HAVE NO FORCE AND EFFECT. PS
gg ?#ﬂ? ER: ES 5172 ?.4/ AdR Permit Assist DOCUMENTS FROM THE PROPOSERS LISTED HEREIN ARE THE ONLY SUBMITTALS
onsumptive Use Fermit Assistance RECEIVED TIMELY AS OF THE ABOVE OPENING DATE AND TIME. ALL OTHER PS DOCUMENTS
DATE: December 29, 2004 TIME: 2:00 P.M. SUBMITTED IN RESPONSE TO THIS SOLICITATION, IF ANY, ARE HEREBY REJECTED AS LATE.
RESPONSE -1- RESPONSE -2- RESPONSE -3- RESPONSE -4- RESPONSE -5-

Camp Dresser & McKee

2301 Maitland Center Parkway,
Suite 300

Maitland F1 32751

Charles J. Voss, Vice
President
407-660-2552 — Phone
407-875-1161 — Fax

Connect Consulting, Inc.
14596 Rolling Rock Place
Wellington FL 33414

Gary E. Eichler, P.G., Vice
President

561-204-4073 — Phone
561-204-4107 — Fax

Environmental Consulting &
Technology, Inc.

8651 Commodity Circle
Oriando FL 32819-9083

Larry J. Danek, President
407-903-0005 — Phone
407-903-0030 — Fax

Hartman and Associates, Inc.
201 E. Pine Street, Suite 1000
Orlando FL 32801

Charles W. Drake, P.G., Vice
President

407-839-3955 — Phone
407-839-3790 — Fax

Hazen and Sawyer, P.C.
10150 Highland Manor Drive,
Suite 140

Tampa FL 33431

Damann L. Anderson, P.E.
813-630-4498 — Phone
813-630-1967 — Fax

RESPONSE -6-

RESPONSE -7-

RESPONSE -8-

RESPONSE -9-

PBS&J, Inc.
482 South Keller Road
Orlando FL 32810-6101

Robert A. Morrell, P.E., DEE
407-647-7275 — Phone
407-647-0624 — Fax

Reiss Environmental, Inc.
12001 Research Pkwy,
Suite 228

Orlando FL 32826

C. Robert Reiss, P.E.
407-679-5358 — Phone
407-679-5003 — Fax

Sarah M. Whitaker, P.G.
Hydrogeologist/Geophysicist
1028 W. New Hampshire
Street

Orlando FL 32804

Sarah M. Whitaker, P.G.
407-649-9930 — Phone
407-481-1195 — Fax

Water & Air Research, Inc.
6821 SW Archer Rd.
Gainesville FL 32608

William C. Zegel, President
352-372-1500 — Phone
352-378-1500 — Fax

Tabulated by Amy J. Rossi, CPPB — Posted 1/21/2005 (4:00 P.M.)
Evaluation Committee Meeting: 01/12/2005 at 3:00pm, located at 500 West Lake Mary Blvd., Large Conference Room

Short Listed Firms:
Presentations Date:

Connect Consulting, Inc., Hartman and Associates, Inc., PBS&J, Inc.

Presentations Date: January 21, 2005 starting at 7:45am, located at 500 West Lake Mary Blvd., Large Conference Room
Presentations Date: January 21, 2005 starting at 11:00am, located at 1101 East 1® Street, Purchasing Conference Room

Recommendation: PBS&J (BCC Date: 02/22/2005)




Presentation Ranking PS-5172-04/AJR - CUP

Robert G. Adolphe Gary Rudolph Hugh Sipes Jeff Thompson Dennis Westrick Total

Connect Consulting 2 1 1 2 2 8
Hartman & Associates 3 3 3 3 3 15
PBS&J 1 2 2 1 1 7

[Shortiisted Firms | Score Ranking

PBS&J 7 1

Connect Consultant 8 2

Hatrman & Associates 15 3




EVALUATION FOR PRESENTATONS PS-5172-04/AJR CUP

B. Adolphe H. Sipes G. Rudolph J. Thompson D. Westrick

Connect Consulting
CRITERIA WEIGHT POINTS WTD PTS POINTS WTD PTS POINTS WTDPTS POINTS WTD PTS POINTS WTD PTS
Approach to Project/Innovative S« 50.00% 86 43 90 45 92 46 90 45 85 42.5
Similar Recent Project Experience  20.00% 87 17.4 90 18 90 18 85 17 80 16
Innovative Ideas 20.00% 86 17.2 90 18 92 18.4 95 19 80 16
Quality of Presentation 10.00% 85 85 90 9 90 9 90 9 95 9.5

100.00% 86.1 90 914 90 84
Hartman & Associates
CRITERIA WEIGHT POINTS WTD PTS POINTS WTD PTS POINTS WTDPTS POINTS WTD PTS POINTS WTD PTS
Approach to Project/innovative St 50.00% 86 43 88 44 80 40 80 40 75 375
Similar Recent Project Experience  20.00% 87 174 84 16.8 80 16 85 17 85 17
Innovative Ideas 20.00% 85 17 88 176 75 15 90 18 85 17
Quality of Presentation 10.00% 80 8 80 8 90 9 75 75 79 7.9

100.00% 85.4 80 86.4 80 825 79.4
PBS&J
CRITERIA WEIGHT POINTS WITDPTS POINTS WTD PTS POINTS WIDPTS POINTS WTD PTS POINTS WTD PTS
Approach to Project/Innovative St 50.00% 88 44 90 45 85 425 95 47.5 90 45
Similar Recent Project Experienc:  20.00% 89 17.8 88 176 89 17.8 90 18 85 17
Innovative ldeas 20.00% 87 17.4 88 176 88 176 80 16 85 17
Quality of Presentation 10.00% 85 85 90 9 90 9 85 8.5 89 8.9

100.00% 87.7 89.2 86.9 90 87.9

AVERAGE ST DEV

88.60 1.48
86.40 0.83
88.60 1.16
90.00 0.35
WEIGHTED AVERAG

AVERAGE ST DEV

81.80 261
84.20 0.52
84.60 1.15
80.80 0.55

WEIGHTED AVERAG

AVERAGE ST DEV

89.60 1.82
88.20 0.38
85.60 0.67
87.80 0.26

WEIGHTED AVERAG

88.30

82.74

88.34



ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:
THRU:
DATE:

SUBJECT:

PEI DIVISION

Peter Maley, Purchasing Supervisor

J. Dennis Westrick, P.E., PEI Manager

w

SEMINOLE COUNTY

FLORIDA'S NATURAL CHOICE

Robert G. Adolphe, P.E., Environmental Services Director %
January 13, 2005

Justification of Consumptive Use Permit Selection Short List

Master Agreement for Consumptive Use Permit Assistance

The purpose of this memorandum is to re
on January 12, 2005 at 3:30 PM. Pro
Consulting, Hartman & Associates an

be short listed for formal presentations/discus

sions:

port the recommendations of the evaluation committee that met
posals from nine firms were evaluated by the committee. Connect
d PBS&J (listed in alphabetical order) have been recommended to

The following matrix summarizes the attributes of each firm related to the specified project criteria;

Criteria Connect Hartman & PBS&J
Consulting Associates
Approach to Very concise Good approach Detailed approach
Project/ aggressive offering some new offering both short-
Innovative approach ideas term and long-term
Solutions (45%) solutions
Qualifications of Team has Firm has assisted Teamed with
Proposed extensive numerous other modeling firm and

Personnel and
Firm (20%)

experience and

working
knowledge of
issues

clients in Central FL
with CUP renewals

experienced hydro
geologist

Firm has extensive
experience working
with County

Similar Recent Primary Previous County
Project Experience | consultant has experience for
(25%) worked with project manager
County for past 2
years
Workioad/Ability to | Team has 50%+ Workload
Perform (10%) availability in projections indicate
2005 adequate availability

Firm has adequate
staff availability to
meet project
deadlines

If you have any questions, please give me a call at extension 2040.

Signatures:

Robert G. Adolphe, P.E. @‘1\9’ %

=2

J. Dennis Westrick, P.E.%

Hugh P. Sipes 74

Copy: File

o

Jeffrey F. Thompson,

{7/ —

P.E.

L\ZM% Gary Rudolph {éjﬁ

500 West Lake Mary Boulevard Sanford FL 32773-7441 Telephone (407) 665-2010 Fax (407) 665-2019




Connect Consulting
Hartman & Associates
PBS&J

CDM

Reiss Environmental
Hazen & Sawyer
Water & Air Research
Sarah Whitaker

Env Consulting & Tech

Score

16
16
22
23
24
36
38
42

Ranking
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Evaluation Shortlisting PS-5172-04/AJR - CUP
Robert G. Adolphe

CDM

Connect Consulting
Env Consulting & Tech
Hartman & Associates
Hazen & Sawyer
PBS&J

Reiss Environmental
Sarah Whitaker

Water & Air Research

DO > ~NWOoo AN

Gary Rudolph

Hugh Sipes

Jeff Thompson Dennis Westrick Total

OO ANERNW®OaA

N O WONO-= M

DD WAN O -

[Shortiisted Firms

Connect Consulting
Hartman & Associates
PBS&J

Score

16
16

Ranking

—_

OCONWNPROM-AN

22
8
42
16
24
16
23
38
36



INTERVIEW RATING FORM

Date: Interview for (work): _CUP
January 21, 2005

Name of the Firm: PBS&J

QUALIFICATIONS FACTORS

Propased Approach to Performing the Work/Strategy
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- INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidefines:

90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable



INTERVIEW RATING FORM

Date:
January 21, 2005

Interview for (work): _CUP

Name of the Firm: Connect Consulting

QUALIFICATIONS FACTORS

Proposed Approach to Performing the Work/Strategy
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INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidefines:

90 - 100

Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89

Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is
60— 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications
Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable



INTERVIEW RATING FORM

Date: Interview for (work): _CUP
January 21, 2005

Name of the Firm: Hartman & Associates \

QUALIFICATIONS FACTORS
Proposed Approach to Performing the Work/Strategy
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INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 — 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70 —79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable



INTERVIEW-RATING FORM

Date: Interview for (work): _CUP
January 21, 2005

Name of the Firm: Connect Consulting .4 - A-ong 4@
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INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable



INTERVIEW RATING FORM

Date: Interview for (work): _CUP
January 21, 2005

Name of the Firm: Hartman & Associate@

QUALIFICATIONS FACTORS
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INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 —89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70 -79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 —69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable



INTERVIEW RATING FORM

Date: Interview for (work): _CUP
January 21, 2005

Name of the Firm: PBS&J @

QUALIFICATIONS FACTORS
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INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80— 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70 —79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 —69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable



INTERVIEW RATING FORM

Date: Interview for (work): _CUP
January 21, 2005

Name of the Firm: PBS

QUALIFICATIONS FACTORS
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INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70 —-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable
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INTERVIEW RATING FORM @

Date: Interview for (work): _CUP @
January 21, 2005

Name of the Firm: Connect Consulting

QUALIFICATIONS FACTORS Points Weights
(0-100)
Proposed Approach to Performing the Work/Strategy 92 (50%)
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INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.
70—-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is
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INTERVIEW RATING FORM

Date: Interview for (work): _CUP
January 21, 2005

Name of the Firm: Hartman & Associates
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90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 — 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70 -79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable
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INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70—-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 —69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable
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90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 —89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70 —79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 —69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable
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INTERVIEW RATING FORM

Date: Interview for (work): _CUP
January 21, 2005
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INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 — 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70 - 79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 —69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable
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INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 — 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70—-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 —69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable
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90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 —89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70 —79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 —69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable
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INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the followin’g eral guidelines:

90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 —89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70 —-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 —69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable



PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Comﬂ ch sser !/MCkC €

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER;: :kﬁ'&y F. 77}0;7055/\

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the followmg general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 - 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.
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QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: _‘)’@-'M'lféy F 7%:;:-\ )s s

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

80 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.
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INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80— 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.
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in —Jfﬂ frs&.r:j\ or Sv,u'ﬂam?’ (W

Score Q

(100-0)
Cnterla Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%) -
Depen sfruted e?penosce Zu‘f didn Y seem doPcos sn oviaren o nced
Score /S
(100-0)
Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%)
W S/Mrnq &a-tf\ y varieus businesses —m‘/ rcrv .SﬁMq AC/P
Score 75
(100-0)
Criteria: WorkJoad/Ability to Perform (10%)
So ¥- éb/ overal ( Mo deta/ M vs. ofhers.
Score ?O
(100-0)
720

-+ 9



PS-5172-04/AJR - Consumptive Use Permit

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: /L/Af man ZAS.S:CI@ es IV'C..

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Tmcy F#Oﬁ}pjml\

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-179 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Pro'eci{ Innovative Solutions (45%)
C ros. & 4 05 More bn’c‘p%m Sopae o?%:ff)‘,_z;!
] - . v
my (o) i+ pre ed 1 Z weold consicler ﬂapo/rﬁm/_s/fu‘cqy

whece we may ond .of. Considkable Hromht wesk in

hidk erNeis
LpLLE Ly pechipe clacly 1oid 48" T brchnical end heT1d s Bees

Moye 5°b5 hn.b‘l"(

Score 35
(100-0)
Criteria: Quallflc?lons of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)
ZOt Ws. [rofessimna GcJoq\;
OVCQ((, ‘FCG/‘/M?L Tua.{rpuo-#mf.
Score 35
(100-0)
Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experlence (25%)
B«v / ack !sA eyperience Fhich may covme sq AM«:/Y r 05)
C/ffws];/. Rff S/ Lod@/ A/Zﬂ/ejl [..A/q.ucf/
Score _1®
(100-0)
Criteria: Wo load/Abiljty to Perf rm (10‘7
3o- availadle aVC/‘a /9)” detos/
Score 5;5
(100-0)
§8.25



PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: _ Hazen and Sawyer 1.

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: Jg(’fn y F ﬂompsm

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in ail respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 ~ 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria; Approach tq Project/ Innovat ve Solutions (45%)
&24 fgf*’“f‘iz uje /7& oV?L atn UCIQ/AI ﬂfesemér/ A/f//AA‘ﬂcec/
[.’\SK.
Remarkably the QALY c.,mu/ﬁ..% o et B Bt
°dpo bn/—“r fr arant oui¢ s, J
W()vm. "Hhe $Pcond best Wmc/: ond moch befler Han mosT.

Score ?0
(100-0)

Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)
QxPOC (el e
A[w&ys a Vitlle Frovbling fo sec o e //cswlwc( [isted os A ,ﬂﬁ/ec‘f;wuyr
Who { g (d really be ,ﬂ’f#fbunq Fhe mqomly wirk,
L/ﬁy wasn't Din Shmidt Trstd on mra,c et Feon -Ae fas Ané o(' S¢ es;/

Score ?5
(100-0)
Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%)
Bf‘owu/ . av - (<
Score %o
(100-0)
Criteria: Workload/Ability to Perform (10%)
A/O" S0k a'/du/a.é /l/y Lo aéﬁr/
Score 9o
(100-0)
9lo



PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Pﬁsz 3’; j;‘f--

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: 37.-?4‘@/ ~ 710)%,0&:»\.

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80— 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 —~ 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%)
Re afe hb N/ o'é CVIo Plocess --le?yc o./ram/wénou /'43 0/era //,I

LIAs o/l'sﬂ,ﬂpoﬁd'/ll }7# #TI <, oacA /}“fMA’{v’ i+ C{,-J,,;L Seem AJ -71
oaressivé Ace we 40:)4/4 Qcfively quastist some of e D)ﬁ‘:'cﬁ’z/jc
a&’sumph‘sm @[f‘ no ﬁ#fs A &:few[fﬁ‘c y f 7

Dses U.Sobco/)Su/ﬁA‘)L HGL have o conblrct of interest? (?l/)eo\ Mwéa;/ JJ7 fm)?

Score 8 o

(100-0)
Criterja: Qualjfigations of Proposed Persgnnel and Firm (20%)
%@Z/s/ fm/i—#a[ given Thed” exeiicnce on 7%‘ C A’
/ J , /8
Score ?5
(100-0)
Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%)
Seminole oty — B352T wovld be Iwié/e 4o Vo in 7%3 tatergory.
7 I/ v/
Score 95
(100-0)
Criteria: WPrkloadIAbiIity to Perform (10% )
25-20% SAbun am«’/aé,‘/i?fzuj Frfy /:u 1) &Aé/ray;ic(qgfﬂﬂw//a/

Score g ©
(100-0)

8¢.76
5



PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Ke€iss Enviconmenta( Tne.

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: JC‘@/?/ F 7ﬁo~0/>ovx

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutlons (45%)

\/Cf\/ G\DOA avw{\/s\g Ufl( 7[1\ I\"/ Jm(cu/ q/}ofv-kcd
/ J / 7

Score ’5
(100-0)
Crlterla Qualifica of Propose? Personnel and Firm (20%)
zj 1&' j fecsonne /5(/%/ D
Score 15
(100-0)
Cr ﬁlena Slmllar Recent Project Experience (25%)
O .- ﬁ I<a B&y
— 37
Score 90
(100-0)
Critgria: Workload/Ability to Perform (10%)
LOA"SOA 4"“‘/‘ fz
Score QO
(100-0)

58.75



PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Sarah M. A/A:ﬁéer; le.

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: U—Z‘CC(‘C/V F ﬁomson

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 -100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 — 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Cnterla Approach to Project/ Innovatlve Sol utions (45%)
;%{’g cle (ol Ty Nnow /74 °“(‘ D{J?lnc//ﬂlkf nor‘:(/)qu
Bond. ..HM !
Score 75
(100-0)

Crlter Quallflcatlons of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)
/(m/v wa R '

Score 95
(100-0)
Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%)
o lK C°'/ variovs cities.

Score X 0
(100-0)

Criteria; Workload/Ability,to Perform (10%)
Sol+ . Given 1h¢ Conﬂ/e;qﬁ d Vo/ ;e s Noné /’Z'/u«fa/ 7{3 aa_w/s{

e Coontys nonfls . Sardlh RIT Fave Teomed o, % v o Consultaht
re

M'jA ﬂro['{'e(‘l 5‘/‘4. sovfces .

Score Z 5

(100-0)

§0.25
G



PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit
suBmMITTAL company Nave: _ater d Air R*‘-Scmrc.l\ Thnc.

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: T@Ry F —# n)ﬂ.i'on

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%)
Ot b rescqr(,(,\ bt m‘f AN _Iimpressive roA/mc Aﬂ °A¢[ WS mf/

strvetued poell encuh fs deteclline exacf/s/ et Goou/d e dome and
how 14 pould be dide.

Score /5
(100-0)
Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)
ood qm(mq cahoms
Score Xb
(100-0)

Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%)

'7:&9« 3-7’ LL-/:('

Score 85

(100-0)
Criteria: Workload/Abijlity to Perform (10%)
2S- 0% A /{ 3 Ksu )
Score 75
(100-0)
7728

§



PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit ()

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: S5 M Wbt ée/ PG

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: _4/. S wpes
/

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following generél guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%) p
A Lg%  cptamptive e M/fmz Vg, GRp2ec [k z: Ao ik
f"//l’(l 2 r/’{f,ﬁ){ﬁ;’ S’/ u(l/f(f”‘f/"' é")(”'/”\‘zr" ’by'u) T ,,/

Lt

h/J VI A };/’ e fl/‘r{ i"?—{-!///*.w /I Ty w-/!’x fethr g
Ay e n//{ Vv & J L’/ gl // / .f’f ool s »”/ ity //;&"u\’ gl Jo Lt
Score 5
(100-0)
Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)
/4/”1/11 Sz /)/CJ'?/ }'J\I‘v/{'/ﬁ -5-{:5‘/{ ;}(/7/ /C&/ﬁy/ ﬁrﬁ
?k/f’//e”ﬁ” Lo lusd A Crorfs A5 frfzu/ﬂ/wg/?aﬁ[!’ Wff/
/tfnﬁ%ua<fﬂ£%wﬁﬁ%
/L’fuuf"’“ = SR nbad o n SEDF I et e /ffi// fmﬁ//d///ﬁ Jf oo g
Score 2
(100-0)

Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%)
P n,if' ﬂ“;‘ /2,/ oty UL’IZ -f”;vhu.“v(a C‘S?{i‘{»’l

di kel v M ff/l//d’f/&/a/ﬂf/ﬁ?/'/v //’f Jegrt

Al poai datl

Score & 7

/25

184

22.25

G.5

(100-0)
Criteria: Work!oadIAbll ity to Perform (10%)
A)O/é/ﬂ fey QVQI/JJ/ )7/41 /S C,J1oj’/l/rfx //(’ - ¥ M // r—,(»///y\,m/
de o p 118w s 0é ,/;n/ ) - wt e /
Score 95
(100-0)

7



PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit @

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: £2/5 1 Enirsnrints]

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: 4. 5,;//,7.}1“

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovatlve Solutions (45%)

Eoved tundis v ,é/uf (e B3 st c v e Bt Aentar //mz bt peseandt
e @4&7, 4 5 /, L - aeirel ﬁv////'m /7/1, & ,,/ﬁgaﬁ'

/men /"Z/rcy) 277 fwmfu_( SRR, //’I“!ev’( 2 [ ),""N{ ;,’ St faa /:71-571/?'”?‘74647//77’/7¢

i

v

43.2

Score ‘?5 ‘
(100-0)
Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)
7Cam nm/frmm, 12 1 frizdd 1o J) 1l Cipinttnce ol
doater fog-pqpr St JiTi ;5 1 prt s fi'}r 2 /}W)/A A //H/////, /é /L/“f"{fif
fenaeenerd e/t nelc /74%«%% explrtimee fifed o rwfum ‘fe Rt
(/Lu;,; ‘/vl{«: "’%/w\ 24TUMN i zwfm// Gﬂjnwnff*’/;z,u '.r»«/cf//

Score 70 [§:0
(100-0)

Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%)

Sl g2 b = TT 540 o — S otdard Lo = ke dsdor AR,
Sl fé‘/ﬁ’ < /2‘7//4'// /Aa/‘IL B //1/?*/4’ 1 2A // 0/1”//23’»«/@

Score 70 Zo
(100-0)
Criterig: Workload/Ability to Perform (10%)
jCCG/ﬂ// f’
Score /00 /9 -
(100-0)

93.7



PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit O
/

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Cﬁ/f/?ﬂ s Cr})?/// /7 //‘,‘7//,

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: H»S't’pﬁs

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%)
Zlyt s CuP _frs /v)mﬂ./f 7
YOyt r/{J’C’b?(Ee’/P.J -
/?' A2 0 //,,»:57{% ,“.’f'(i. 057 0 e By i,’fwju &7} i) u’ /\. f',i’f/

(ju/nm%\” /M/,’/”}-Jff 7ty f"ﬁﬂg/}? ey -««)/v(&; 7/7’553'2//;“ SHEL 20 N S LT rpum
e [ “ p1CLL) by er = e ess 4//#@ 37 Sl Lo 17
Score 7f 4y,

(100-0)

Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)
/)7(/;“//( énw/&/w’ mOﬁm G cuP end (ofr SO stliTt LIM LT
/"4/, A KL 5%/&»&: I N .«..fm//éh af C Bl 27 el
Exeefind Feah "ﬂdﬂéﬂ&m ‘

Score 7f 19:5
(100-0)
Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experlence (25%)
SEpene o0 LA @/4/»/

s »uz/,/f%/)
/2 Car | Svomilen Zecnls 79 Sam i

Clndym.
Score ¥ 5 235.75
(100-0)
Criteria: WorkloadIAblllty to Perform (1 0%) P
Sa /B rint A’J?/)/?J'Ylﬂé( 4”@ RIS
Score /09 /0

(100-0)  ——o
97.45



PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit
©),

PR & e
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: /5.5 7.

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: H nS]{]*Cg

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Pro;ectl Innovative Solutions (45%)
ks lindy Grerndy - fsraty, -
@)77//”[11//, "0/77//}1//2 /’//m
"..?‘!gq / /“(f‘)/’(’ /I) f/
2 /w wu * /;,7 ////m(/uff/{’ /V\/wm i/aniisdd

Score 75
(100-0)
Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)
f%,wu, /wtvr/um el o€l /VV/K /(,{S/f *;M/o-«-/f/ /¢/~ ¢
{/(L"/a )ﬂd/r’fw//@/ (L/“?.(/ 7((( /MT;Q‘ &l//[ L g’sz»’ Paratiiid

Score 77

(100-0)
Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%)
S, A/7 vty
/J})/ZWH ' 7 /
/H//:*fu,rwf’/ r/\
G ~&f Fos A“f‘
/o
Score 7.5
(100-0)
Criteria: WorkloadIAblllty to Perform (10%) ,
SeiFh st srdfoad au 4;/4)/7{ _ \
Score /40
(100-0)

Y2.75

1G.4

N
w
~
(U]

{0
95.9




PS-5172-04/AJR - Consumptive Use Permit  —
v (
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: //AZ &N 7 (Rui/&f N 0)

\

s
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: /\// ») ;,),

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 -100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 - 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Crlterla Approach to Pro;ectl Innovatlve Solutions (45%)
/. P SRl // ;//5,1/ 4 / vf'\’f":',"!.

R " it
(o el Cr et

o 5 Ly - /
&Y‘, s »/’Z,ﬁ M;@ /\_/_ﬂ/,n K_)ﬂf& »s;u/\/
/K?,,l,y\z’v . r/I/KC,Wv’ ' !

e ._x/ "'_,-i.,fil’:‘f-',"i’.:f/,;’,//,;"' L Ly

Score 7.5 42,75
(100-0)

Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%) .

ﬂﬂwg Fotor o gt plitis 54 ot f///z’ Doy’ :

fjw Lg/f //{03 ~
//;’4 /‘Ld @7/0/74/6 /Mv\ C/I‘/; //f/ /\///,4/ x/(.," Pty '”7 */k//‘/‘/%

Score 7 0 | .0

(100-0) |

Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experlence (25%)

f///x/w///’zi 4 -—-/»)/‘*z/u*’{(/l 4}9,,:/, = //a‘”fcnlzt/
enetim = //%,mo/m - Cithe) Goim % .

@vz/ﬂ’/ \7 2prte /c//éfw/f./ 1 iVl (D
e

Score 7 ° 22.5
(100-0)
Crlterla Wo/rkloadIAblllty to Perform (1 0%)
,)/Z AL VAN »/‘/’ LG es

/0

Score /b?
(100-0)

93.25



PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit O

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: CD /7]

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: A/ 5//;719/

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90~ 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 —69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%)
(70 w’ft G//,/ sl 7—/o C Ly Lyt e 7'?//LM g, G O //#?M
brfe, 749/ ///u b [y s ¢ /’%//l' WC/" (
VRS C/\f /Ff’t/ Al N .\7{ /“/f‘"" / T -*JCJO ﬁ%w; “MC%

KOJD"/—»C&W"/W: [ C(///f) éJﬂ’, z"’/’ﬂi'i AT ?}L" anﬂ’ 7/v~J’/“"A1P\
g ,

Score 73 Y4lL¥s
(100-0)
Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)
(j/Z ,;Jﬁ';fi"/ .37 /\L‘J road )7()’ -
ﬁ‘/zm; 2y /MMfww ewe ¥l et foat ﬁng/mw, e
ﬁﬂﬁm Qs (‘/b’f’f"’ 181 el

Score.76- 192

(100-0)
Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%)
.r'%s—.,ér)f 6 - ,-Z—/'l&[L,/.v\ /ZUP/) Lo
/ﬂlf/m"/ /5> mff _
,ﬁb\(ﬁ;\-m—? s /wufrxﬂ Aokt s 7"’{f 0i] FIRLIND =yt
77
Score 79 23.27
(100-0)
Criteria: WorkloadIAblhty to Perform (10%)
)/L//}gﬂa&r/x/w// Baet” 41//7//!4/ 174
/
Score 200 10
(100-0)

G4.3



PS-5172-04/AJR —~ Consumptive Use Permit O

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: & C 7~

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: ﬂz-ff/?\é’d"

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovatlve Solutlons (45%)
el / T”w(//(“uu) A,
s 377@/&// ¢ L1/ cn’/’fz ’A o Fo (o (3. €U res LT
r’ﬂfr/ I£8 lﬂ” W,"{;L/(Jn' ';/(,41./‘/ y e da AN

/7 4
/7;4‘,.”/(’»/7 g ,_,M,;wa CArYZit =

Score £.5 3525
(100-0) -
Cr teria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)
/“07@7,35 /L«mwu? (L0116 'C/w/ -
el 776 Y erZ&E -5 P02 g
Qw/@%/wtwcﬁ - 0D e’ o ~o /7»7;/@/7{( frelt @
575 [ ferds //"‘Kﬂ/”fj

Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%)
//V@Uf‘/“’l*f /%/ v/ »///79//61)/,7 - ér’!&;f//’ ey

D antrnad yrivati oo L2 w2 po s ot it ///u/r/ﬁ”
Minyrd /MJ/JC Cmﬁv’»z/;«r}yéw sl ¢ Y t /x’rw ff

Score I 27.0
(100-0)

Criteria: Wc:rgklzyadlAblllty to Perform (10%)
_ e o e ] //M-(//cl/a:/é é//%é

Score /99 (0
(100-0) —

£F.05



PS-5172-04/AJR - Consumptive Use Permit .
]
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: ﬁ/fr/ 7 A) 1 Ay "dff/f'\/, LS @/

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: t/-f/‘«'jg”fz:?‘;’
7

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 -100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excelient, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60— 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovatlve Solutions (45%)
Lovinie! feon. Q. Copl mods 4 auplicadrrmd
Gt siancbooter 4t ua»,b,/lmf - Vets co//em/;,m /m;!u/ W MI9FEs])

L/LUZ/» 4 [( o‘@tm Hmn
Sne. fe/n Co. Entes /5 jssrs fohaily oo d £, mw//"w& & Cenfiuc
/

M!/‘P FLelT e ’7‘/\-‘7\ /
Score _{f 3? ¢
(100-0)

Criteria: Quallflcatlons of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)

%% A?Cffr// 775 f///yyz, Capp gty hong ot AL S T7EH D

(Doast 11/ ’/af;)/yéw S g b/ N ,‘.wwx/ (’3":,9.5)? - :
Conef ez . tng .;;J/m / 4 w/ ﬂﬂvl—ﬁ elc C] o lf 1/ Fon

Score 7/ [§.2
‘ (100-0)
Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%)

pu/wgfw Aty —
s /y’}f/ Cﬁr/y JL"?,,/?/“V’.‘{
C,'/L/w:ﬁ//u, e Jr ’”f,» -y ,/l/ ﬁ,m(ow? /5& vEr A/ / vlf/f.f" ./7/{% _
/4/7/ﬁ/w r/ s SR Drl‘ / £l l’/’ ,7 oAy 'f’/ e ¢l f{i 7 A Pl ae L/lf"gﬁzl»,;faylilf rn/'r/«‘:/ "/ﬂ’/, VnZ_(

Score 0/ 22.75
(100-0)
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PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit (—“\\

L/

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: 78475 7ech

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: /11 5///&

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90-100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60— 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%)

A@nw/fﬁk wr/l (B -G (LU ES,

/;’,fr!.'réi’w/n/?z P

.c’:.z R c‘_-zz//fg, Lsull z/f% St Hiry!

bt vl rsied 1 aportent
Go o p20/¢ T mv,/ A bwened [ e teb /c,mz/yc ~dbrrt

Score 74
(100-0)
Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)
/C#Z/ Sfrraa Loam ‘ :
M//rxva?/{//uzl /,Y Y D e 25 8
CLp fim sckling /A’ et Lol CAnilsenet.
Score _?l_
(100-0)

Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%)

/X/m oy~ (Ao it —'/7(1)’7/ S Lucre. Kack.g N\ fos ~Lchit Jend

ﬂt’/&/ <MC/// g re (6’/77// Exre. 0\««7’% Wt/cwzr,/:‘;//f/’ & &W!/M’ oy 7K L1 //ﬁf ALasr
¥

Senis wht Guil, gponumes o ttK oty #loayetisqt] 9 cftaly i/ feml) (Hoamtl
7 7

Score-~ ?7
(100-0)
Criteria: Workload/Ability to Perform (10%)
(-/l/ ; /c/é/n—/ﬁuvﬁé/ ﬂﬁy,/ avia /f/ £

Score /79
(100-0)
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PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: PBS LT

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: _J« De anis L«J&)Jmck

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

C;,tena Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%) 0
Formolated « COP Shufgy  las fégt | perspective on Ha0 SUP/’ ! fes 0O

‘f‘l’ D&“"uz<i ?/4&1 9/‘65&«-‘6, g/ [)pf-)wn‘z,/ﬂ; CtL) fc;?P/{e_j
He s lu's‘vlér &L anwlc'c[$c 6/’ S /frf‘le Lsa??l‘y 1$5 e/
& Ofers ("’5,"[’"”’1‘1 Erem 7)/"2;’/0&) wm«k,o_/'fm»f/ 777
Nomeatiom of NPT's i’ soppek of HGL's eFfer? ,

OW red P dyf/#wm S’fm ﬁrr T&UI oo side count 252/ »
Als ,:a.,],,a jf Coerd Metion / Co wﬁ, s /eJn st o i Scort:;éo% 77%

Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm\(20%) < .
A /tc:wnévl ) H-yalfr) Geologc /nc, H&L ’mcc‘eiuu, ﬁl’"’! LGVnQ(%C”’J}‘@’

A’ﬂ expu? @""b‘( i’uql//v g /rﬁ t’o(’ —/eqm?' w/ pm < Qz.;,ou ’ngg <
Covatry (ssdes L, ﬁzélllqn—}x, u)/ ey VA
F/“opcscd tea m w/ exlen s’,vi e:)ipmjyce C;CLIE"’J ,.5:‘.[:-,“#“‘( EKPﬂ—rf' tmq’
nﬁfoz(/ A ¢ h A 2o Svbcewsy .
) Fa s i / e .C Score g 6 \/(

(100-0)

Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%)

SC NWSA' COP s necw: Lr N’"SA coy /‘eneu}q/

5::»"“»4&[? C001H< CUp Cms!ﬁq 1on ecrpp//a,-{uw L_RA Ne | respease
Pl Coomtb, VH| de5 ~ COP reviewal /i preg 12ss, jacloded Emp SHEF

C,H\/ of Néi’ fone COP  assistena '’

A»)so /O‘{? of experiesce wf SC 5—{1#-6/'7&} 2LE£5) Cver (Q S )/chd D
Rec[abnvl wa—ﬁe‘j) Cxpemewr eW/ Oreuge. Coun ’4/} 5/’ 7’Scor¢a(1%%o()0) 2

Criteria: Workload/Ability to Perform (10%)

?"0\‘34‘(’ ’!l"‘f*-’errl é\/uq,cLel"/'y oa/\/ /O% Ve /57"@{7/ ZG@S/
Lot increeses o 33"/6/ é/\{ E/OY

o~

Score 75/ /,ab
(100-0)
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PS-5172-04/AJR —~ Consumptive Use Permit

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Re;s s nvirenmente f

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: T Dewnuis | A)asq’w*clc

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%)
€ Cor Mae €,¢l /Z; :*‘3 “ P/l)c!r.)(!’fi/e, /th[er/‘e’ +761.5*Li P N/Cf(c)'?/hcy

/nc[‘ﬂfé’c[ (C)Ofcli“q'(’in; W/ C(}uq‘l\7 )64&{ COUIS'L/ /Lg’
[&\w‘vﬁ?pc] P:”Gs-./i' c&;euc il L/ bu‘"‘ﬂcj“ m:&,« ﬂcs{ mw»f Gunlyj 704{) %% R

7

L Praacial capalfity
Sinded oot Ranishivder is ¢ Twi-win " sslodor

b & +‘¢l e e I”Vlcr:le,’ Ct[ é:uﬁa’v £ 5*;,‘,5,7[;\/ £ aﬂq/ sis v
}5‘/;2,1&11 Q,W/u.u,—{‘ ¢s /po}e«#;:./ Use 9 /*eAdc,/ SCOregg‘
9‘!1”“""*"‘94/ /4#\4’3/?"’ (100 O)

Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and F|rm (2 ;A:)
7—'/?-,,,,1[ e w/ ,E(:f"'mc.c‘e, L uJUrléa,c «f :ﬁ?-u’/"fb in ceu&’é)”"s "”FL{
Feaned Y Rcvfé/ Cm¥v/'/1"v = Wm'ﬁf’*‘x &”ff"'f’q'ﬁ‘”ﬂ

Ccma'l/i Beniiv w/ L P~
ND PG) S 16\&_44"16@4' &N ?’3@(# ’64'77 ' y@(ﬂ} ]
' Score 75 \%

(100-0)

L}

Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%)
Aosisded  Palwy Beach Caomty iy chitniriag 28 yr COF

FMF‘)/"""I /,,,_k 7’-€4{' G ,Mvc’e, j Surls ]—["7 Omode for 7T3~?4/ 12‘7/
5JL(G>?;J -l'ad'f- fgcyq!) [uas ’f?c’/rﬁbfmefa( ﬂuWeNd.U M.:J-e /5 ﬁ:r 5&!1‘[1 FL-CJre—n;j-

Nok « ot L OP expenence, pode lLivded oo SgRWMD {
Mas clso perferned « m,,e_Lj o F prejects of SC sverv pesk \/1.
5 years . Score 70 _

(100-0)

Criteria: Workload/Ability to Perform (10%) '
b\fs/\[aloic{ c;v*a.-‘ia[f;w’li'“l‘t < C'f*')L 07 ps I“7 .{LIO‘JI 4“"’7*’“%‘1
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PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Cﬁ"l nect Qﬂ S Z ‘}"V’j

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: T, Do unis  Westrick

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 -100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80-1289 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%)
c/\/&loi) g "t Q‘L le’ 20- yec/ ta ‘S"U’?,Dé' shrteq A L/m?/?/ﬂ’i&":«-'/‘

Exceilt, t cover jeter 5vmmearizing issles , (om{rzl«»ﬂr,ve S'hfclejy
Teemed of <y2MMl Formes Dishret cé[s.)/ﬁ“'i' fP—SJHMg 0 asight”
rafe_dedin w/ District’s cpprecch , mest innovedive eqpreech 2rese

"71\0/‘0—«&: UMA:)J/"’&': pﬂ« c‘)/r’@gm{vj W5 C\-‘-Q"j LCUF, K¢

q # Ae bic e % m o mml i o‘P
o jiied defcieacies ﬁ rlﬂj? Ty tiﬁu}cy{‘— e P7™Score 95/ (’{

J I Aé‘ m‘ ”'["”*""
f 535?‘43) Trdoaoh addres: »y MFL fylm He) = Avodance. (100-0)

Crltena Quallflcatlons of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%) HM) &

Teacmed wf CH2Z2/M) ’*7 ’ Ctzftrr.[v hes WO’léHs L;mﬂ*w’/“’lj“‘

o Distret victer sopply Lo coefer 9u¢“7 ssves”

Good mix ol deend ‘Aembers ‘ \(E
ﬁi 5-{'1"*} 60"'7”€¢+ C’ms”u/‘("‘; ‘f@ﬂ’l WC‘,VL@#{ a1 ,\4,/)}" OU? Gwse-kJQﬁx- e."%"{'

Score 90
(100-0)

Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%)
U\JD /fééi w‘/ SC oy ITJSevera /’ /55 v’es Per/[C meJ /3(7;/
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,,-CdnTva 4/"“4?;1%’ wi PBS &T o CUP Epmstlidatlior P
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=L sl 414{— fer ' oF <t Agstre  goore T AR

- ?;;.naeci Z A P Flode den‘w Svcs, Cholevte sysfom (100-0) l

Of mod

Criteria: WorkloadlAblllty to Perform (10%) / )
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(100-0)
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PS-5172-04/AJR - Consumptive Use Permit

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: <OM

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: 1+ De wmis  [4 ,Jes:{'rf

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general gundehnes

90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80-89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Crjteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%

/hev0y um#er— jrm op lsspes 721»" ‘\{: cvfs

ﬁecamm@a«ie:) pre ”ﬂl’}’/icab"’/ 219 ,eua/, k] FA/’S'Z’) FLV L

inzem:zv—cs MFL 1551«&5 /héL)c@eJ [C:.Lv/-é c*F ézkfs/)h -S'C dkd“.gj."/"yf
l A((cxgtd‘y) (o ¥4 w’w"r(c;uc@ iM;"C'?Lf W/ Cq-(("f/c'»’/'lf

/\',r) Men‘bmz OF .m—-'hcz.)*b /eﬁq’ dSSlf-{’aqce of CON’TI al/éjdmLyS /2“2‘ C‘O‘“—“wi

A AA&V&S&J TCO L inderton” measvres e~
Pamm:lec' Ef“fyl:w»# coord. & nNegphntin, ateetrrys Score(fgobo) 5259\

Lisled  Het “Topecs
Criteria; Qualifications of roposed Personnel and Firm (20%)

}"u” —~CC I e e ]

I/l)brkmc, on_contractG) w] SIRWMD
Toe Wikeiiay N/‘o P !

Ipreine w) SC on Aloybless ASR eell

I'’s —v el cﬁ-(l £2, 7"_ ;
+ Larryf%hm fz —weklends oxcper Score Bj n/&
(100-0)

Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%) .
Hvzs : peryﬂa/mej MaAvy pra;e,c:/'s' - SC IMC’ ?v%[rc wor[(K
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A-tea bc Beocé F{ — [Oyear = i
Guw ﬁ/w mode[lig For Falw Besch Comty rdPP«'*""”L 20 yeer 477

la e e,; e < @ ucl’ ear
V‘/j /le Beach 20y wpP | Score 87 a\
| (100-0)

Criteria: Workload/Ablllty to Perform (10%)
Key <.‘—/—gf": [ Mee /a‘{‘é/\/ quulqé/é cucr?‘k/dfw—l < Ucu[ Li. f~/

_n drpesoe, ocdev Jan” 2005

-~

Score _?_ @ : L,\
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PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: = T

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: 3, Dennis wé—ﬁ"hf’&/k

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90-100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excelient, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%)
RCcceinzec vy CUP_ jesves such ag /»zdo’e”'"‘;, ML s

A?PNQQL nrc?:eni(@‘ wis  stoadard fzr COP [‘ey,'eujul
D /nnév«-é\f@ }"c]d‘ho\ns pr2sev

P/‘,bv-cl&cg Ae;“&(.u'd BJQ;@,{’&W/ %, Zoz'/‘ C;m‘('"fd/ 57?{‘*"” &-C’P @Cf’j"’
Mo mewtson of M)c/lc&/z( u// Ccdn+y5 /eqq/ hn - o sulbsida covise

Score 77 SL‘\ WS

(100-0)

Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Eirm (20%)
bzti no pPropose gny sbeoy cTers .
Goocd mix! of PEs I PG on Oz Chart
Frm bhes Ipaﬁﬁfme,_.:@ eydfousive  usde (R SFUMP L sWFwWmP
Score 70 'd\
(100-0) .
Criteria: Similar Recent Project Expe ence (25%
Cled exgerionce «f ol Ea k@ CoP Mod

A Jot e xperence c:.)/ ?:“/wfe,éie ((Smme/ual mdu;f'n‘c// cliefr
5uc‘ft %5 Lq{’dn,z. /U/% /Dale-e_ E;ij/ , Powes Zcm;xn re) 470@/1"»’!’1
=< werleed (v S '/ih? P'»t S7L (?5/"57%70"‘ P’?icc;r ““/ ?UJ

Score & \/\ ! §

(100-0)

Criteria: WorkloadIAbllltLo Perform (10%) i
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nvm’awl‘ﬁl“/ i
7

Score 60
(100-0)

f\V\‘\g



&

PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: _[Hzytman & Assecinfes /m’/ Tetra Tech
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: 31 Denais | Jestrek

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 -100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 - 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Crlterla Approach to Project/ Innovatlve Solutions (45%)
ot eacdd CuUP qpﬂ//cq'{’lu-\ ¢S Um;w/‘?—

/:”_Igaa'fwncpl &‘(Jé /‘II/ 0P /J>l'7$ é/?yc/crsﬁ wq'fé/-ff-i?/’/\/ }‘O'{’AQ/ -ﬂ'H H20

Did not tuddude ANWSA v "COP Copcolidatrio,/

5079@9#‘% 12%"‘4 ‘-°/ SWW(/”D éw’ EA. w_ L BcC

Mentioned rehgdie bes oetends as 4 pa eille g oot f/wle;\ py
/\}0 mreddon of écz/‘g‘fhc«/{'f&h e Coua-‘»/s /fj‘ stz FF/O\H"«‘"{C (o 15 .‘bb

Score 79 20
(100-0)
Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%) »

// -ser’ce ﬁfm Zﬂéu‘;@ﬁl cn Orlana )
?M (KL@UJC Dl"‘tl'—’—(’——\ L’IzzS 20+ ‘/&QG expmeqte }‘?uﬂ:[lq: l«// J=2y), S‘kFF
HAL hes ﬁﬂq%'"_'&j assisded SC i A’kfnaﬁ%m-/e/,uxpfl/ /sS ves

C Wealleo, r’/laﬁaslzm of HAT R select £C skfF ~ %
/
score 79 ‘5 )
(100-0)
Criteria: Slmll r Recent Project Experience (25%
/ae: Por CUOP renecws=l g:w thyew[ 12l m E/
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Comaslideted fwo existine COPs  For Cbyof Clevimanf
b’v‘Q/'()DtA 20 - year Pvl’M(/" ror Cody o Pr.SE Lveie
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(100-0)

Criteria: Workload/Ability to Perform (10%) .
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@



4
&

PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: _ |Hazen A Sa Wwye r

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: T, Denuis e stricle

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%) ) . "*
ﬂQfOM:—z;aaL -(’L't -+ M«%“"zf“ /‘e‘icd/‘ce {$5ves are Cv‘ancql 11'6 g et ly wigo

5'{741,(1 HHiad - pibac«h\»e, Slanni~ ' s importet wr+ al. H0 supfl)/seufdzf
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P,etam;ue«‘iﬂi &’&/Ofﬂwu‘—df‘ CUF —f’&an/l F-t'muc“z’ Score Ei 3\@,
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Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Persong;l and Firm %20%)
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(100-0)
Criteria: Similar Recent Pro;ect Experience (25%) ~
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Criteria: Workload/Ability to Perform (10%)
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PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: w&*"ey" A-) /Av;tf’ R&S’&e‘ "C[l, /”C-

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: 1. Desmpis Uestrek

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90— 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70—-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 —69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%) )
'—7‘;(:) m u(;)fa /N me—’—v}\ 61 Col"fore o> Qc/ff’t}/’o J”\é' a4y c{
IID‘P «?/V)éid»)L] oa] ?)’0')"2/(.’{;" Qj;;’fc(;c,é
Lo preqe b’ GiNMew Was _FvaV¥devners]  pot frndllivr wf s
Foonty wbrk ja prespess  Tssdes ed< i >
Did dhewtzon neid e Tcdp & APTs %\ ~
Ne menhor oF coordinafin. w/ Coun ,Ly'j lega stz f?/ cotside Coumte )
Score /0
(100-0)

Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel.and Firm (20%)

G MeAe/i:\) £ U'Q/’( {ogs;"*j #" CUFV/’/,&VF /‘CL ﬂﬁ/‘{ ~ Gty vitle
Weorked on ja Bay ‘Wedev proje<t — wetleads niendor

H’is Werked) ' ‘\J’/ S‘J’}in D, a)’z”*‘Lcal o Cooup /fmz(e /38> 7

Performed ApT- and muli’ﬂ;\ aﬂe’yffj For (TedmenfFrrms @,7’1 State frison

score 80 \ \0

(100-0)

Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25% . .
Eq, Lo ted | 5 achmeJ é]ow7!fuw/‘z¢l S‘H W’ (7Y (H« « X OF’

PE—5 qaand /01«12, P(‘J"P wn‘i ‘}w Peﬁ L Ong PI’AD .

No sobeemsoltents  |isled ’
Comently essisten, S w/ COP £230, Condifin, 28 ~ et lauds <
MO‘M:(—#Z/M'? i ji.% )e«;l méo;a:”edm‘(:‘s. g Score 2 0 ﬂ ‘5
' (100-0)

Criteria: Workload/Ability to Perform (10%)

Cumeat- Do klosd < ccesemen )\'lfll'fq-/'e'i G;.\eg- \JQ'[_?‘—
(4‘3” ftv”m.‘lellm“)r‘)“-/ XY ﬁvm 25 A 4"3% ezé’m‘/'qL/Q
T ey 2005 = Chalk provided o. Ppe I-3

Score 5 O Cé
(100-0)
5




PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: S e <l (Wl dalees

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: 3 Dewunis w&s%«ilé

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%)
ch;.),e,lqc/qé{?/ QQOV-{ new DCA i"?/; vire "19«{") /, A/Cwns Oﬁé"@/of”’”?"% g
/ 7.0 Use. . /\
<§i //y"*"l'/f 677&//1 mee‘{?ﬂ( u// Z)ls 7‘}’, c,‘f’ ]"e/qarci % ;r_;,,'/—- c)ppc'r{-u/ll -,‘1 ey ?7/6
h"b\cc(’ “ PDreuch 15 congen 1Lzalla( 2 ’Hjmmdff: Lo
?fw’poso/ d /1))“@?4;/3( Pen tF a delede d /omp/,qqcz & vuder conseyvedzon /7 e,

Score 75
(100-0)

Crlterla Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and F|rm (20%)

/’3""’”?4’ S3 P—%‘m D 5.);&&\/15“45 Iy m;ac/df /5 }' 5}':4»2}/ —ﬁde-feﬁa; ﬁrm
Mo Mebor bras cxieqsrve expz,nwme_, w/ F‘L— lzyc}ra(e/dj, el issUS, Cufs etc
O/\',k Sdbaw;u[‘{"&q"; /is-l"eél /%’apé KGL)OC. - We’{'!“‘IJS "‘PaV‘F
@"cwmle ci (Mpd")" on Dt;‘(?’i 4’ S (/k)ﬁz";w SU’DP/ PIQV’

As conso )4'2-—-—§ /’Dfe/’)qr‘“‘/ Numapewo CIP <pp catrom 1 f\‘%}hgﬁb \’7

Score
(100-0)

Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%), —/z:
Co /‘7"&4—-”,\, DrEs c!e, ' CJUP 455/‘54“?'2(6 Cr{\/ élﬁ' lavares "CU/?I’"’ a -

C{'[\zﬁ( /Mfﬁl’)ec)lfi COP 'feﬂ()-dfll

CC‘Ay ﬁ Leesbc/rq — 621901“'1
Pl Covaty  UBTdce, > stheomso et do PESL T T Bayle

> 2V (SOS / crile !
o previevs W le “‘/ s< Score &0 9\0
(100-0)

Criteria: Workload/Ability to Perform (10%) .
A)/om-ﬁm lzouf)‘ and /S m)a[oaee’ avm) L ')\/ ]2
qe{aﬁ'ur/z» w/ o7 andfor g dd(Fenal/stalF cordd be

I/‘i/c

— e
Score 75 /z i D

(100-0)

qu



PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: S}-jﬂ_ﬂ’l-l M. \A/f;/;rlr/_lKE'& P G-

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: ___ (28 Mlpo \ s

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Soiid in all respects.

70-179 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%)
AClhoAe 1S  rhesrly  ORSENTEY  TIXuAZ[>S
AAODEI M = ~ /
Li7reE  DrscusSions  6ns  PEVEL 0 OMNBniT_0F
AL 1-_7’(.,&770 N Anad BN NEEDES  SHCUT]enVS

Score _!
(100-0)
Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)
SAn Ay APDCRes T2 Be A4 Ve;z;,e

CDUAL)FIF-D P . i
"HDwever v /VEG@/L/(- WA T~ ol

e IEn A TIVES /S LY JM(—
Score g@ o
(100-0)
Crlterla Similar Recent Project Experlence (25%) \

ﬁ- m*u AlS 772> MU/Wcifﬁ

DEEMS__ PO BE fRo Ty SoAFDZT

Score _70
(100-0)
Criteria: Workload/Ability to Perform (10%2
MA oS PousEr Lo EcizonS | o
A Tronual.  DEndss A NEmen

Score _ﬁg

(100-0)



PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: — C I&A

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: @g A o LOHE
INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:
90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, innovative, Cost/Time Savings

80 — 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%)

EX mzrwé\,7 a1
Mo spSiacs  oR  PETAILGH _’/7‘/5]3'?/

Score 78
(100-0)

Criteria: Quallflcatlons of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)

SiA e 77) L P/ £ =S -
/’fna}(’\/pﬂé’ NOT Az /7%?1/(,: L2ESuNes

Score 5 C

(100-0)
Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%)
Intgne  MeAro Lo ’
ZUNISTRY  SPECIFL ¢
/

Score /0

(100-0)

Criteria: Workload/Ability to Perform (10%)
Log e £/ (A
(“/—}MA O,
Sy fhaSH A A/ EDED

Score 8 S/
(100-0)
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PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit /7Z/f<tef// j}z/ Zg

. ) — e =
=T - — QA T '-F--' "“'@5«,
= . i L~

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME:

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: B3 Ape L;%%

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 —-100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Pro;ectl lnnovatlve Solutlons (45%)

érEM’(f'fL.A o APPR oA H
PE LM 1T STAAUS A}Q&Sﬂr\/bim(— <
ood FPiiansc id B FOAOAC

LAcKksS Some  SPECILKICS

Score_ S0

(100-0)
Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)
MOLITl e ol fooxyear
Le AT TEA N
# DrOCTn  TERM - (oo

Score

(100-0)

Criteria: Slmllar Recent Project Experience (25%)
S, MU A IR odres  ARE o S lLums

ACC  Soazzr

Score 2 0

(100-0)

Criteria: WorkloadlAblhty to Perform (10%)

Score 8.5

(100-0)



PS-5172-04/AJR - Consumptive Use Permit
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: ('u.gl}:lr‘é’:fi ié Alr_ Zés tA ACH
QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: ﬂ@afg A\ ) </,L,;.7£

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%)

Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)

AL To B8& Morss  pearizpqiac 7£ SC/GNTlF7C
AIIE7  THAN  STmoc(= 1% 1077,
ENG  PAbluTES ATz, FACIC TIes ERT .

Score _ &K
_ (100-0)
Criteria: Similar Recent Project\Experience (25%) . i
~aobh MoV [ TBR A = — SC/ BT/

e L, TmE NN Cf DEMAN ST O~

Score O
(1d0-0)
Criteria: Workload/Ability to Perform (10%)
AVAri4%) == o

Score & S

(100-0)



PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit
SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: PE/SS Envie s A

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: 505 Aol,pé{-é

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 -100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 - 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutlons (45%)
(000 DISCissiont OF [SSuiEs

A8 ConFeyore — ;f/crm [t TN ESFS
0D ModCUINee  DEAIOi7sn<

L Score Q_S 7

(100-0)

Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)

bhore oFf Jfrecsss EYIAFSEACE

_ bAeK=ED &/v ﬁt}Wz, EA/C

Score 5 8

(100-0)

Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%)
STniwv AN INAODEL J N (- £ cul EX Pez) En =

(e

Score 85

(100-0)
Criteria: Workload/Ability to Perform (10%)
Loocks  SUEF/CLEAr =

Score _ﬁi

(100-0).



PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: cc I

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: _%.. e o5

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%)
Croan  Prscussrans  OF  Sry KASCTS
M | TICopZors  S77 AT Y
Cosn Ay REcseDd fwmu S/

Score 85

(100-0)
Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)
MDA JME _SoUN ~ culf EXPElECE
PA TS w/‘7ﬂ,y7m_ JAll = GO Qudrs
Score £8
(100-0)
Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%)
e At epete (Mo pilag ) IV _ STZiem S
Faeviavs  S/¢ -
Score Sk
(100-0)

Criteria: Workload/Ability to Perform (10%)
Cuyyr og

Score S

(100-0)



PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: /24T

LN

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: ___ 08 [Acui 2K

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 — 89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-179 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 ‘Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%)
Coop Knaul&tet OF  Hisma. AT S/C
:%C)chu//r'(&\j OF 4’\/7704—1‘7.“4/ oﬁ??:.m/"

P/Sc,ux(ﬁb ﬁzm/vr-ﬁ?&e'- wATED
Discose€rn Lol Iich_  APFache 1)

Score B l

(100-0)
Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)
FaeT  Aesscidiiaies  w)rZi ST M D STHise
WY TREATV)EAT [T A Enr T

Score £ 7

(100-0)
Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%)
Mowictlhe & Ccuf REniTu By ENI
Sz - 7/ & !

Score ? (4]

(100-0)
Criteria: Workload/Ability to Perform (10%)
(eed  CHA2 T

Score £ S
(100-0)



PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit

Fol Ll AW
.{{p s - a'/

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME:

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: 5.! Avol Phe

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90-100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%) .
FECtalIC A AOEASC N A e €206 C‘(yﬂ /4/ DEra

-

- )

Ve 8 /scuc%‘ Gl AL COIYN
Qﬁéﬁjﬁ/rg‘ on M obdet )

Score _&i

(100-0)
Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)
VErSy  Quéays fres 725&/\/\
Enall— 2 ' SC/EATIFIC

Score - 2 )

(100-0)

Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%) .
SFhere  BACK OIS ST ELI I e T
N S THAAANO -
m\IA/ILi/)A’l EX L] ENCE

AN 1M (o BTHECTTSS QW

Score
(100- O)

Criteria: Workload/Ability to Perform (10%)
Clbgr T 00D

Score QS

(100-0)



PS-5172-04/AJR —~ Consumptive Use Permit

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: P g c) ?

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: @ & A—b[ﬂ} ﬁl{/c

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 -100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%)
V& TR O VCH  ArPPLloAC i

STAATE Ly /A D ETAZ D
KMol EhE oF LEta TeEdo,
EN G NEERINCG  SoluTlons D G4k PlActsns—

Ts Thease 4 S35 uMmD convFucT
Scorewa

(100-0)

Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%) . .
=0 £ OF A En g - Vetly <
AIDEN  Exrzl  amgnEein—  EuT Soa T wansT

T0 @ Lh\/Ar-,f (TANE AN 0OEU] AL TCEAMN g (502>

Dogr*r WANT 4 7oo /Y\AN}I COKS [ T KITCTlHE~ °
) & SENSITIVE 78 éapc—;r-

: 785 Scoreﬁ?@
(100-0)

=

Criteria: Similar Regent Project Experience (25%)
00 SIS~y o Coé/z_c_rv"" /ﬁ/_o neT S

:>1M|(_44 Q«/ﬁ N YN [cr 24~ EN LPEZ Card
Plexss S/C

Score i&

(100-0)
Criteria: Workload/Ability to Perform (10%)
A TISAC S '7\/7,4

7

Score 8 §_
(100-0)
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PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Cowpec | Cowsulhas FrC / ct,m i
-

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER:  (na sy Le e /gup/‘)//[,

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-179 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 —- 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%) ,
Jedy Cvmﬂﬂtjeafl:/?, e L p G §/gﬂ by step f
Poe 1ssues’ o coplls  1Ssueaci of 20y g feqm it
Pofeshal appreaed b wedle with sk Fo updedo
WoBe ~ !

Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)
Vedy Kuavleds, bl¢  5hFL. B ons Mo de

___W expeliedcl, '7 . STAFF wudldiy ow
TRy TiZAm, ‘

Score g2 16-490
(100-0)

Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%) N #
ULy [YEDEifE) B A0 (Ounly o) ec
Flaw, Nas Wolted 01/  Nu wsgies Cul  ydi”

PArJetS,

Score 0 2 0 .00
(100-0)

Criteria: Workload/Ability to Perform (10%) PR ”
12 nm 1IN CAIEs T SfFrcieS 57%)6( o

Su ppo2T 270) ¢S

Score 75 7.5

(100-0) —

33.95



PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: _Hazew ¥ Sawyer

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER:  Grans Lee Pudilply

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general gundellnes

90-100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80-89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60— 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%)
Basi, _aporeacl; do Soluhuw  Peouicwe? Masten plas
Foels o ' Cup TH4m  Mftdach s wey % gd, Reliyr erheasic
groudwite poget ol WV efipnte eeded.  [fecl| cheey
a&*u»‘lum'f- th e Lw,». do 50 = Pifeaal use of LapsT rMIvEF
Awawrp vFF (BT 5ccum  mpl [ ssea.

Score 78 39, /
(100-0)
Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%) : .
WO MLEmArIS OuTSTAWRInG — HECAHED LY. ausw-//v tse
RegulePoy 0 TFrete of Fioyogs,

Score _§S~ )7
(100-0)
Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experlence (25%) 5rw N\D ,
LONES LU Al ol 1- Ltk CuuselideO A -
Cully (-fo  one Aoq RBbowsrny county

Score 74 19.5
(100-0)
Criteria: Workload/Ability to Perform (10%)
They shav sefhee-f s & 57&,9/'%7(
effo. s

2
Score 9—5/7§ 75
(100-0) —_

29 |
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PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit
4 ]-}gifjutn + H53¢Ce )

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Tefrs Tecth Zre,

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: __Gary Lee ﬁw/a/,g/;

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%)
Miss<d N/ as law-f‘of prjetf. Seersd shiat ov
PAONE - T2 S/P]5 ~ WRHll Wy GAny fitesie LU BAISLH
ho USKE @ Sjit. Good 9+ ANDPAKESSING  ponite  (ovisnns
Rid asd ﬂmuzo(e Adefzil gv o ll  aspec of A2] Tt Ho losese,
Geod 57"*"54 ot /dr/4lﬂ e At ?c/f‘j)* F /’ak.-f; // ey o4
waetladi. AL OF COLAT (O imifsiome f rmeek wip 4 .
PLs T Commissiie ( LegislaFons) Score 79 35.55
(100-0)

Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)

Have dose  Fwo corsolicl Do~ efPo-f3.  STHEF HAVE
THI? (Ao Ao AVY EXQIATES (0 T4)5  withia  $TRewmy
10 62X pryjed e

Score g0 | b

(100-0)

Criteria: Similar Recent Project Experience (25%)
Twnicarys  fwo  covssimgPes riffoJx: ( C‘é“”"-“*) ¢ Mavro- /d-w&)
A Coupple of Fenn leey Ops it oty (aus..‘/ﬁ Setihiceg

.

Score 779  19.75
(100-0)
Criteria: Workload/Ability to Perform (10%)
Fiem Nag ppovided sofficie-f det=il Fo
indic 4y 7‘%&7 haot die .@:ﬁ 7€Sousces Ao rmem
e fusles.

Score 7%~ S

(100-0)
78.%
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PS-5172-04/AJR — Consumptive Use Permit

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: PrHs+3

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: __Gvars Lee [udelpl

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 — 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80—89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70—-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60— 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%) . .
Vony [t}m[dllélﬂ/luf o”lﬂ/uaé- F{ta. Nas /’Hjﬁ», lul";#\ T,
Gh4ci fic ,///dj I Since” mompiie & sTnweny Tyl foo
ool Fiem has pu flef gule hese veay 1Znalalsbte flieas
b _help ju_hrut efb F

Score 40 3¢-0
(100-0)

- Criteria: Qualifications of Proposed Personnel and Firm (20%)

Jrlwan A5 Sl Levsoaaf are  well Q%u:f.L/ﬁ/ 7

Mmeef oea  peeds,

Score 75 15.6
(100-0)
Criteria: Similar Recent Pro;ect Experience (25%) .
NO  Cowsoematem oF cul's I NpwRF1g.  TRAKDiI D4
CUP ol THEANFIGT Ay OVE  INNVADIE
Teclwiguz width  AlTAsuwvE SLL0265 1 it JUf ks

Score 78 195
(100-0)

Criteria: Workload/Ability to Perform (10%) ,
,'uem Neay nﬂuuade./ S ‘Hrmé»-f (1&/1; | 14 vicd N0

fre  pespances will pe wmade  acajlghte

Score 75— 7.5
(100:0) — .
2%.6



PS-5172-04/AJR - Consumptive Use Permit

SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: Reiss Fwvitsomets |

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: __ (& sy Lee ﬂ&/d/,ﬂé

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 —69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.
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SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: W ANIA + A1 Y12 S5SEARH

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: __(haw, Lee [, 0ol pl

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 - 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%)
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SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: O

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: __ Gasy Lee Aucdslp

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 - 100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 — 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%)
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SUBMITTAL COMPANY NAME: /26 ]’

QUALIFICATION COMMITTEE MEMBER: ___Guary Lee fudolps

INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90 —-100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70—-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60 —69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.
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INSTRUCTIONS: Score each criterion from 1 to 100 based on the following general guidelines:

90-100 Outstanding, out-of-the-box, Innovative, Cost/Time Savings
80 -89 Excellent, Very Good, Solid in all respects.

70-79 Good, No major weaknesses, Fully Acceptable as is

60— 69 Marginal, Weak, Workable but needs clarifications

Below 60 Unacceptable, Needs major help to be acceptable

Describe strengths, weaknesses and deficiencies to support your assessment.

Criteria: Approach to Project/ Innovative Solutions (45%)
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CONSULTANT SERVICES AGREEMENT (PS-5172-04/AJR)
CONSUMPTIVE USE PERMIT ASSISTANCE

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this day of

, 20 , by and between PBS&J, Inc., duly authorized

to conduct business in the State of Florida, whose address is 482 S.
Keller Rd., Orlando, Florida 32810-6101, hereinafter called the
"CONSULTANT" and SEMINOLE COUNTY, a political subdivision of the State
of Florida, whose address is Seminole County Services Building, 1101
East First Street, Sanford, Florida 32771, hereinafter called the
"COUNTY" .

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the COUNTY desires to retain the services of a competent
and cqualified consultant to provide professional assistance with the
preparation of consumptive use permits (CUPs) and related negotiations
with the St. Johns River Water Managemeht District in Seminole County;
and

WHEREAS, the COUNTY has requested and received expressions of
interest for the retention of services of consultants; and

WHEREAS, the CONSULTANT is competent and qualified to furnish
consulting services to the COUNTY and desires to provide professional
services according to the terms and conditions stated herein,

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual understandings and
covenants set forth herein, the COUNTY and the CONSULTANT agree as
follows:

SECTION 1. SERVICES. The COUNTY does hereby retain the
CONSULTANT to furnish professional services and perform those tasks as
further described in the Scope of Services attached hereto as Exhibit
“A” and made a part hereof. Required services shall be specifically
enumerated, described and depicted in the Work Orders authorizing

performance of the specific projéct, task or study. This Agreement



standing alone does not authorize the performance of any work or require
the COUNTY to place any orders for work.

SECTION 2. TERM. This Agreement shall take effect on the date of
its execution by the COUNTY and shall run for a period of three (3)
years and, at the sole option of COUNTY, may be renewed for two (2)
successive periods not to exceed one (1) year each. Expiration of the
term of this Agreement shall have no effect upon Work Orders issued
pursuant to this Agreement and prior to the expiration date. Obliga-
tions entered therein by both parties shall remain in effect until
completion of the work authorized by the Work Order.

SECTION 3. AUTHORIZATION FOR SERVICES. Authorization for per-
formance of professional services by the CONSULTANT under this Agreement
shall be in the form of written Work Orders issued and executed by the
COUNTY and signed by the CONSULTANT. A sample Work Order 1is attached
hereto as Exhibit “B”". Each Work Order shall describe the services
required, state the dates for commencement and completion of work and
establish the amount and method of payment. The Work Orders will be
issued under and shall incorporate the terms of this Agreement. The
COUNTY makes no covenant or promise as to - the number of available
projects, nor that, the CONSULTANT will perform any project for the
COUNTY during the life of this Agreement. The COUNTY reserves the right
to contract with other parties for the services contemplated by this
Agreement when it is determined by the COUNTY to be in the best interest
of the COUNTY to do so.

SECTION 4. TIME FOR COMPLETION. The services to be rendered by
the CONSULTANT shall be commenced, as specified in such Work Orders as
may be issued hereunder, and shall be completed within the time speci-
fied therein. In the event the COUNTY determines that significant

benefits would accrue from expediting an otherwise established time



schedule for completion of services under a given Work Order, that Work
Order may include a negotiated schedule of incentives based on time
savings.

SECTION 5. COMPENSATION. The COUNTY agrees to compensate the
CONSULTANT for the professional services called for under this Agreement
on either a "Fixed Fee" basis or on a "Time Basis Method". If a Work
Order is issued under a "Time Basis Method," then CONSULTANT shall be
compensated in accordance with the rate schedule attached as Exhibit
“Cr. If a Work Order is issued for a "Fixed Fee Basis," then the
applicable Work Order Fixed Fee amount shall include any and all
reimbursable expenses. Annual compensation paid to the CONSULTANT shall
not exceed COUNTY budgeted amounts for the CONSULTANT'S services.

SECTION 6. REIMBURSABLE EXPENSES. If a Work Order is issued on a
"Time Basis Method," then reimbursable expenses are in addition to the
hourly rates. Reimbursable expenses are subject to the applicable "Not-
to-Exceed" or "Limitation of Funds" amount set forth in the Work Order.
Reimbursable expenses may include actual ‘expenditures made by the
CONSULTANT, his employees or his professional associates in the interest
of the Project for the expenses listed in the following paragraphs:

(a) Expenses of transportation, when traveling in connection with
the Project, based on Sections 112.061(7) and (8), Florida Statutes, or
their successor; long distance calls and telegrams; and fees paid for
securing approval of authorities having jurisdiction over the Project.

(b) Expense of reproductions, postage and handling of drawings
and specifications.

(c) If authorized in writing in advance by the COUNTY, the cost
of other expenditures made by the CONSULTANT in the interest of the

Project.



SECTION 7. PAYMENT AND BILLING.

(a) If the Scope of Services required to be performed by a Work
Order is clearly defined, the Work Order shall be issued on a "Fixed
Fee" basis. The CONSULTANT shall perform all work required by the Work
Order but, in no event, shall the CONSULTANT be paid more than the
negotiated Fixed Fee amount stated therein.

(b) If the Scope of Services 1is not clearly defined, the Work
Order may be issued on a "Time Basis Method" and contain a Not-to Exceed
amount. If a Not-to-Exceed amount is provided, the CONSULTANT shall
perform all work required by the Work Order; but, in no event, shall the
CONSULTANT be paid more than the Not-to-Exceed amount specified in the
applicable Work Order.

(c) Tf the Scope of Services is not clearly defined, the Work
Order may be issued on a "Time Basis Method" and contain a Limitation of
Funds amount. The CONSULTANT is not authorized to exceed that amount
without the prior written approyal of the COUNTY. Said approval, if
given by the COUNTY, shall indicate a new Limitation of Funds amount.
The CONSULTANT shall advise the COUNTY whenever the CONSULTANT has
incurred expenses on any Work Order that equals or exceeds eighty

percent (80%) of the Limitation of Funds amount.

(a) For Work Orders issued on a "Fixed Fee Basis," the CONSULTANT
may invoice the amount due based on the percentage of total Work Order
services actually performed and completed; but, in no event, shall the
invoice amount exceed a percentage of the Fixed Fee amount equal to a
percentage of the total services actually completed. The COUNTY shall
pay the CONSULTANT ninety percent (90%) of the approved amount on Work
Orders issued on a "Fixed Fee Basis".

(e) For Work Orders issued on a "Time Basis Method" with a Not-

to-Exceed amount, the CONSULTANT may invoice the amount due for actual



work hours performed but, in no event, shall the invoice amount exceed a
percentage of the Not-to-Exceed amount equal to a percentage of the
total services actually completed. The COUNTY shall pay the CONSULTANT
ninety percent (90%) of the approved amount on Work Orders issued on a
"Time Basis Method" with a Not-to-Exceed amount.

(£) Fach Work Order issued on a "Fixed Fee Basis" or "Time Basis
Method" with a Not-to-Exceed amount shall be treated separately for
retainage purposes. If the COUNTY determines that work is substantially
complete and the amount retained is considered to be in excess, the
COUNTY may, at its sole and absolute discretion, release the retainage
or any portion thereof.

(g) For Work Orders issued on a "Time Basis Method" with a
Limitation of Funds amount, the CONSULTANT may invoice the amount due
for services actually performed and completed. The COUNTY shall pay the
CONSULTANT one hundred percent (100%) of the approved amount on Work
Orders issued on a "Time Basis Method" with a Limitation of Funds
amount.

(h) Payments shall be made by the COUNTY to the CONSULTANT when
requested as work progresses for services furnished, but not more than
once monthly. Each Work Order shall be invoiced separately. CONSULTANT
shall render to COUNTY, at the close of each calendar month, an itemized
invoice properly dated, describing any services rendered, the cost of
the services, the name and address of the CONSULTANT, Work Order Number,
Contract Number and all other information required by this Agreement.

The original invoice shall be sent to:

Director of County Finance

Seminole County Board of County Commissioners

Post Office Box 8080

Sanford, Florida 32772

A duplicate copy of the invoice shall be sent to:



Environmental Services
520 W. Lake Mary Blvd., Suite 200
Sanford, Florida 32773

(i) Payment shall be made after review and approval by COUNTY
within thirty (30) days of receipt of a proper invoice from the
CONSULTANT.

SECTION 8. GENERAL TERMS OF PAYMENT AND BILLING.

(a) Upon satisfactory completion of work required hereunder and,
upon acceptance of the work by the COUNTY, the CONSULTANT may invoice
the COUNTY for the full amount of compensation provided for under the
terms of this Agreement including any retainage and less any amount
already paid by the COUNTY. The COUNTY shall pay the CONSULTANT within
thirty (30) days of receipt of proper invoice.

(b) The COUNTY may perform or have performed an audit of the
records of the CONSULTANT after final payment to support final payment
hereunder. This audit would be performed at a time mutually agreeable
to the CONSULTANT and the COUNTY subsequent to the close of the final
fiscal period in which the last work is performed. Total compensation
to the CONSULTANT may be determined subseguent to an audit as provided
for in subsections (b) and (c) of this Section, and the total compensa-
tion so determined shall be used to calculate final payment to the
CONSULTANT. Conduct of this audit shall not delay final payment as

provided by subsection (a) of this Section.

(c) In addition to the above, 1f federal funds are used for any
work under the Agreement, the Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, the Comptroller General of the United States, or any of their duly
authorized representatives, shall have access to any books, documents,
papers, and records, of the CONSULTANT which are directly pertinent to
work performed under this Agreement for purposes of making audit,

examination, excerpts and transcriptions.



(d) The CONSULTANT agrees to maintain all books, documents,
papers, accounting records and other evidences pertaining to work
performed under this Agreement in such a manner as will readily conform
to the terms of this Agreement and to make such materials available at
the CONSULTANT'S office at all reasocnable times during the Agreement
period and for five (5) years from the date of final payment under the
contract for audit or inspection as provided for in subsections (b) and
(c) of this Section.

(e) In the event any audit or inépection conducted after final
payment, but within the period provided in paragraph (d) of this Section
reveals any overpayment by the COUNTY under the terms of the Agreement,
the CONSULTANT shall refund such overpayment to the COUNTY within thirty
(30) days of notice by the COUNTY.

SECTION 9. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE CONSULTANT.

(a) The CONSULTANT shall be responsible for the professional
quality, technical accuracy, competence, methodology, accuracy and the
coordination of all of the following which are listed for illustration
purposes and not as a limitation: documents, analysis, reports, data,
plans, plats, maps, surveys, specifications, and any and all other
services of whatever type or nature furnished by the CONSULTANT under
this Agreement. The CONSULTANT shall, without additional compensation,
correct or revise any errors or deficiencies in his plans, analysis,
data, reports, designs, drawings, specifications, and any and all other
services of whatever type or nature.

(b) Neither the COUNTY'S review, approval or acceptance of, nor
payment for, any of the services required shall be construed to operate
as a waiver of any rights under this Agreement nor of any cause of
action arising out of the performance of this Agreement and the

CONSULTANT shall be and always remain liable to the COUNTY in accordance



with applicable law for any and all damages to the COUNTY caused by the
CONSULTANT‘S negligent or wrongful performance of any of the services
%urnished under this Agreement.

(c) The CONSULTANT shall, prior to commencing services pursuant
to this Agreement, execute the Truth in Negotiations Certificate
attached to this Agreement as Exhibit “D”.

SECTION 10. OWNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS. All deliverable analysis,
reference data, survey data, plans and reports or any pther form of
written instrument or document that may result from the CONSULTANT'S
services or have been created during the course of the CONSULTANT'S
performance under this Agreement shall become the property of the COUNTY
after final payment is made to the CONSULTANT.

SECTION 11. TERMINATION.

(a) The COUNTY may, by written notice to the CONSULTANT terminate
this Agreement or any Work Order issued hereunder, in whole or in part,
at any time, either for the COUNTY'S convenience or because of the
failure of the CONSULTANT to fulfill its Agreement obligations. Upon
receipt of such notice, the CONSULTANT shall:

(1) immediately discontinue all services affected unless
the notice directs otherwise, and

(2) deliver to the COUNTY all data, drawings, specifica-
tions, reports, estimates, summaries, and any and all such other
information and materials of whatever type or nature as may have been
accumulated by the CONSULTANT in performing this Agreement, whether
completed or in process.

(b) If the termination is for the convenience of the COUNTY, the
CONSULTANT shall be paid compensation for services performed to the date
of termination. If this Agreement calls for the payment based on a

Fixed Fee amount, the CONSULTANT shall be paid no more than a percentage



of the Fixed Fee amount equivalent to the percentage of the completion
of work, as determined solely and conclusively by the COUNTY, contem-
plated by this Agreement.

(c) If the termination is due to the failure of the CONSULTANT to
fulfill its Agreement obligations, the COUNTY may take over the work and
prosecute the same to completion by other Agreements or otherwise. In
such case, the CONSULTANT shall be liable to the COUNTY for all reason-
able additional costs occasioned to the COUNTY thereby. The CONSULTANT
shall not be liable for such additional costs if the failure to perform
the Agreement arises without any fault or negligence of the CONSULTANT;
provided, however, that the CONSULTANT shall be responsible and liable
for the actions of its subcontractors, agents, employees and persons and
entities of a similar type or nature. Such causes may include acts of
God or of the public enemy, acts of the COUNTY in either it’s sovereign
or contractual capacity, fires, floods, epidemics, quarantine restric-
tions, strikes, freight embargoes, and unusually severe weather; but, in
every case, the failure to perform must be beyond the control and
without any fault or negligence of the CONSULTANT.

(d) If, after notice of termination for failure to fulfill its
Agreement obligations, it is determined that the CONSULTANT had not so
failed, the termination shall be conclusively deemed to have been
effected for the convenience of the COUNTY. In such event, adjustment
in the Agreement price shall be made as provided in subsection (b) of

this Section.

(e) The rights and remedies of the COUNTY provided for in this
Section are in addition and supplemental to any and all other rights and
remedies provided by law or under this Agreement.

SECTION 12. AGREEMENT AND WORK ORDER IN CONFLICT. Whenever the

terms of this Agreement conflict with any Work Order issued pursuant to



it, the Agreement shall prevail.

SECTION 13. EQUAIL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYMENT. The CONSULTANT agrees
that it will not discriminate against any employee or applicant for
employment for work under this Agreement because of race, color,
religion, sex, age, disability, or national origin and will take steps
to ensure that applicants are employed, and employees are treated during
employment, without regard to race, color, religion, sex, age, disabil-
ity, or national origin. This provision shall include, but not be
limited to, the following: employment, upgrading, demotion or transfer;
recruitment advertising; layoff or termination; rates of pay or other
forms of compensation; and selection for training, including appren-
ticeship.

SECTION 14. NO CONTINGENT FEES. The CONSULTANT warrants that it
has not employed or retained any company or person, other than a bona
fide employee working solely for the CONSULTANT to solicit or secure
this Agreement and that it has not paid or agreed to pay any person,
company, corporation, individual or £firm, other than a bona fide
employee working solely for the CONSULTANT, any fee, commission,
percentage, gift, or other consideration contingent upon or resulting
from award or making of this Agreement. For the breach o? violation of
this provision, the COUNTY shall have the right to terminate the
Agreement at its sole discretion, without liability and to deduct from
the Agreement price, or otherwise recover, the full amount of such fee,
commission, percentage, gift, or Eonsideration.

SECTION 15. CONFLICT OF 'INTEREST.

(a) The CONSULTANT agrees that it will not contract for or accept
employment for the performance of any work or service with any individ-
ual, business, corporation or government unit that would create a

conflict of interest in the performance of its obligations pursuant to

10



this Agreement with the COUNTY.

(b) The CONSULTANT agrees that it will neither take any action
nor engage in any conduct that would cause any COUNTY employee to
violate the provisions of Chapter 112, Florida Statutes, relating to
ethics in government.

(c) In the event that CONSULTANT causes or in any way promotes or
encourages a COUNTY officer, employee, or agent to violate Chapter 112,
Florida Statutes, the COUNTY shall have the right to terminate this
Agreement.

SECTION 16. ASSIGNMENT. This Agreement, or any interest herein,
shall not be assigned, transferred, or otherwise encumbered, under any
circumstances, by the parties hereto without prior written consent of
the other party and in such cases only by a document of equal dignity
herewith.

SECTION 17. SUBCONTRACTORS . In the event that the CONSULTANT,
during the course of the work under this Agreement, requires the
services of any subcontractors or other professional associates in
connection with services covered by this Agreement, the CONSULTANT must
first secure the prior express written approval of the COUNTY. If
subcontractors or other professional associates are required in connec-
tion with the services covered by this Agreement, CONSULTANT shall
remain fully responsible for the services of subcontractors or other

professional associates.

SECTION 18. INDEMNIFICATION OF COUNTY. The CONSULTANT agrees to
hold harmless, replace, and indemnify the COUNTY, its commissioners,
officers, and employees against any and all damages or lawsuits for
damages to the extent caused by the negligent, reckless, or intention-

ally wrongful provision of services hereunder by the CONSULTANT.

11



SECTION 19. INSURANCE.
(a) GENERAL. The CONSULTANT shall at the CONSULTANT'S own cost,
procure the insurance required under this Section.

(1) The CONSULTANT shall furnish the COUNTY with a Certifi-
cate of Insurance signed by an authorized representative of the insurer
evidencing the insurance required by this Section (Professional Liabil-
ity, Workers' Compensation/Employer's Liability and Commercial General
Liability). The COUNTY, its officials, officers, and employees shall be
named additional insured under the Commercial General Liability policy.
The Certificate of Insurance shall provide that the COUNTY shall be
given not less than thirty (30) days written notice prior to the
cancellation or restriction of coverage. Until such time as the
insurance 1s no longer required to be maintained by the CONSULTANT, the
CONSULTANT shall provide the COUNTY with a renewal or replacement
Certificate of Insurance not less than thirty (30) days before expira-
tion or replacement of the insurance for which a previous certificate
has been provided.

(2) The Certificate shall contain a statement that it is
being provided in accordance with the Agreement and that the insurance
is in full compliance with the requirements of the Agreement. In lieu
of the statement on the Certificate, the CONSULTANT shall, at the option
of the COUNTY submit a sworn, notarized statement from an authorized
representative of the insurer that the Certificate is being provided in
accordance with the Agreement and that the insurance is in full compli-
ance with the requirements of the Agreement. The Certificate shall have
this Agreement number clearly marked on its face.

(3) In addition to providing the Certificate of Insurance,
if required by the COUNTY, the CONSULTANT shall, within thirty (30) days

after receipt of the request, provide the COUNTY with a certified copy

12



of each of the policies of insurance providing the coverage required by
this Section.

(4) Neither approval by the COUNTY nor failure to disap-
prove the insurance furnished by a CONSULTANT shall relieve the
CONSULTANT of the CONSULTANT'S full responsibility for performance of
any obligation including CONSULTANT indemnification of COUNTY under this
Agreement.

(b) INSURANCE COMPANY REQUIREMENTS. Insurance companies provid-

ing the insurance under this Agreement must meet the following regquire-
ments:

(1) Companies issuing policies other than Workers' Compen-
sation, must be authorized to conduct business in the State of Florida
and prove same by maintaining Certificates of Authority issued to the
companies by the Department of Insurance of the State of Florida.
Policies for Workers' Compensation may be issued by companies authorized
as a group self-insurer by Section 440.57, Florida Statutes.

(2) In addition, such companies other than those authorized
by Section 440.57, Florida Statutes, shall have and maintain a Best's
Rating of "A" or better and a Financial Size Category of "VII" or better
according to A.M. Best Company.

(3) If, during the period which an insurance company is
providing the insurance coverage required by this Agreement, an insur-
ance company shall: 1) lose its Certificate of Authority, 2) no longer
comply with Section 440.57, Florida Statutes, or 3) fail to maintain the
requisite Best's Rating and Financial Size Category, the CONSULTANT
shall, as soon as the CONSULTANT has knowledge of any such circumstance,
immediately notify the COUNTY and immediately replace the insurance
coverage provided by the insurance company with a different insurance

company meeting the requirements of this Agreement. Until such time as
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the CONSULTANT has replaced the unacceptable insurer with an insurer
acceptable to the COUNTY the CONSULTANT shall be deemed to be in default
of this Agreement.

(c) SPECIFICATIONS. Without limiting any of the other obliga-

tions or liability of the CONSULTANT, the CONSULTANT shall, at the
CONSULTANT'S sole expense, procure, maintain and keep in force amounts
and types of insurance conforming to the minimum regquirements set forth
in this subsection. Except as otherwise specified in the Agreement, the
insurance shall become effective prior to the commencement of work by
the CONSULTANT and shall be maintained in force until the Agreement
completion date. The amounts and types of insurance shall conform to
the following minimum requirements.

(1) Workers' Compensation/Employer's Liability.

(B) The CONSULTANT’'S insurance shall cover the
CONSULTANT for liability which would ke covered by the latest edition of
the standard Workers' Compensation Policy, as filed for usé in Florida
by the National Council on Compensation Insurance, without restrictive
endorsements. The CONSULTANT will also be responsible for procuring
proper proof of coverage from its subcontractors of every tier for
liability which is a result of a Workers’ Compensation injury to the
subcontractor’s employees. The minimum required limits to be provided
by both the CONSULTANT and its subcontractors are outlined in subsection
(c) below. In addition to coverage for the Florida Workers' Compensa-
tion Act, where appropriate, coverage is to be included for the United
States Longshoremen and Harbor Workers' Compensation Act, Federal
Employers' Liability Act and any other applicable federal or state law.

(B) Subject to the restrictions of coverage found in
the standard Workers' Compensation Policy, there shall be no maximum

limit on the amount of coverage for liability imposed by the Florida
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Workers' Compensation Act, the United States Longshoremen's and Harbor
Workers' Compensation Act, or any other coverage customarily insured
under Part One of the standard Workers' Compensation Policy.

(C) The minimum amount of coverage under Part Two of

the standard Workers' Compensation Policy shall be:

S 500,000.00 (Each Accident)

$1,000,000.00 (Disease-Policy Limit)

$ 500,000.00 (Disease-Each Employee)
(2) Commercial General Liability.

(A) The CONSULTANT'* S insurance shall cover the
CONSULTANT for those sources of liability which would be covered by the
latest edition of the standard Commercial General Liability Coverage
Form (ISO Form CG 00 01), as filed for use in the State of Florida by
the Insurance Services Office, without the attachment of restrictive
endorsements other than the elimination of Coverage C, Medical Payment
and the elimination of coverage for Fire Damage Legal Liability.

(B) The minimum limits to be maintained by the
CONSULTANT (inclusive of any amounts provided by an Umbrella or Excess
policy) shall be as follows:

LIMITS

General Aggregate SThree (3) Times the
Each Occurrence Limit

Personal & Advertising $1,000,000.00
Injury Limit '

Each Occurrence Limit $1,000,000.00

(3) Professional Liability Insurance. The CONSULTANT shall

carry limits of mnot less than ONE MILLION AND NO/100 DOLLARS
($1,000,000.00).

(d) COVERAGE. The insurance provided by CONSULTANT pursuant to
this Agreement shall apply on a primary basis and any other insurance oxr

gself-insurance maintained by the COUNTY or the COUNTY'S officials,
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officers, or employees shall be excess of and not contributing with the
insurance provided by or on behalf of the CONSULTANT.

(e) OCCURRENCE BASIS. The Workers' Compensation Policy and the

Commercial General Liability required by this Agreement shall be
provided on an occurrence rather than a claims-made basis. The Profes-
sional Liability insurance policy must either be on an occurrence basis,
or, if a claims-made basis, the coverage must respond to all claims
reported within three (3) years following the period for which coverage
is required and which would have been covered had the coverage been on
an occurrence basis.

(f) OBLIGATIONS. Compliance with the foregoing insurance
requirements shall not relieve the CONSULTANT, its employees or agents
of liability from any obligation under a Section or any other portions
of this Agreement.

SECTION 20. ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION (ADR).

(a) In the event of a dispute related to any performance or
payment obligation arising under this Agreement, the parties agree to

exhaust COUNTY ADR procedures prior to filing suit or otherwise pursuing

legal remedies. COUNTY ADR procedures for proper invoice and payment
disputes are set forth in Section 55.1, "Prompt Payment Procedures,"
Seminole County Administrative Code. Contract claims include all

controversies, except disputes addressed by the "Prompt Payment Proce-
dures," arising under this Agreement with ADR procedures set forth in
Section 220.102, "Contract Claims," Seminole County Code.

(b) CONSULTANT agrees that it will file no suit or otherwise
pursue legal remedies based on facts or evidentiary materials that were
not presented for consideration in the COUNTY ADR procedures set forth
in subsection (a) above of which the CONSULTANT had knowledge and failed

to present during the COUNTY ADR procedures.
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(c) In the event that COUNTY ADR procedures are exhausted and a
suit is filed or legal remedies are otherwise pursued, the parties shall
exercise best efforts to resolve disputes through voluntary mediation.
Mediator selection and the procedures to be employed in voluntary
mediation shall be mutually acceptable to the parties. Costs of
voluntary mediation shall be shared equally among the parties partici-
pating in the mediation.

SECTION 21. REPRESENTATIVES OF THE COUNTY AND THE CONSULTANT.

(a) It is recognized that questions in the day-to-day conduct of
performance pursuant to this Agreement will arise. The COUNTY, upon
request by the CONSULTANT, shall designate in writing and shall advise
the CONSULTANT in writing of one (1) or more of its employees to whom
all communications pertaining to the day-to-day conduct of this Agree-
ment shall be addressed. The designated representative shall have the
authority to transmit instructions, receive information and interpret
and define the COUNTY'S policy and decisions pertinent to the work
covered by this Agreement.

(b) The CONSULTANT shall, at all times during the normal work
week, designate or appoint one or more representatives of the CONSULTANT
who are authorized to act in behalf of and bind the CONSULTANT regarding
all matters inveolving the conduct of the performance pursuant to this
Agreement and shall keep the COUNTY continually and effectively advised
of such designation.

SECTION 22. ALL PRIOR AGREEMENTS SUPERSEDED. This document
incorporates and includes all prior negotiations, correspondence,
conversations, agreements or understandings applicable to the matters
contained herein and the parties agree that there are no commitments,
agreements or understandings concerning the subject matter of this

Agreement that are not contained or referred to in this document.
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Accordingly, it is agreed that no deviation from the terms hereof shall
be predicated upon any prior representations or agreements, whether oral
or written.

SECTION 23. MODIFICATIONS, AMENDMENTS OR ALTERATIONS. No modifi-
cation, amendment or alteration in the terms or conditions contained
herein shall be effective unless contained in a written document
executed with the same formality and of equal dignity herewith.

SECTION 24. INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR. It is agreed that nothing
herein contained is intended or should be construed as in any manner
creating or establishing a relationship of co-partners between the
parties, or as constituting the CONSULTANT (including its officers,
employees, and agents) the agent, representative, or employee of the
COUNTY for any purpose, or in any manner, whatsoever. The CONSULTANT is
to be and shall remain forever an independent contractor with respect to
all services performed under this Agreement.

SECTION 25. EMPLOYEE STATUS. Persons employed by the CONSULTANT
in the performance of services and functions pursuant to this Agreement
shall have no claim to pension, workers' compensation, unemployment com-
pensation, civil service or other employee rights or privileges granted
to the COUNTY'S officers and employees either by operation of law or by

the COUNTY.

SECTION 26. SERVICES NOT PROVIDED FOR. No claim for services
furnished by the CONSULTANT not specifically provided for herein shall
be honored by the COUNTY.

SECTION 27. PUBLIC RECORDS LAW. CONSULTANT acknowledges COUNTY'S
obligations under Article I, Section 24, Florida Constitution and
Chapter 119, Florida Statutes, to release public records to members of
the public upon request. CONSULTANT acknowledges that COUNTY is required

to comply with Article I, Section 24, Florida Constitution and Chapter
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119, Florida Statutes, in the handling of the materials created under
this Agreement and that said statute controls over the terms of this
Agreement.

SECTION 28. COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS AND REGULATIONS. In providing
all services pursuant to this Agreement, the CONSULTANT shall abide by
all statutes, ordinances, rules, and regulations pertaining to, or
regulating the provisions of, such services, including those now in
effect and hereafter adopted. Any violation of said statutes, ordi-
nances, rules, or regulations shall constitute a material breach of this
Agreement, and shall entitle the COUNTY to terminate this Agreement
immediately upon delivery of written notice of termination to the
CONSULTANT.

SECTION 29. NOTICES. Whenever either party desires to give
notice unto the other, it must be given by written notice, sent by
registered or certified United States mail, with return receipt request-
ed, addressed to the party for whom it i1s intended at the place last
specified and the place for giving of notice shall remain such until it
shall have been changed by written notice in compliance with the
provisions of this Section. For the present, the parties designate the
following as the respective places for giving of notice, to-wit:

FOR COUNTY:

Environmental Services

520 W. Lake Mary Blvd., Suite 200

Sanford, Florida 32773

FOR CONSULTANT:

PBS&J, Inc.

482 S. Keller Rd.

Orlando, Florida 32810-6101

SECTION 30. RIGHTS AT LAW RETAINED. The rights and remedies of

the COUNTY, provided for under this Agreement, are in addition and

supplemental to any other rights and remedies provided by law.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have made and executed this

Agreement on the date below written for execution by the COUNTY.

ATTEST:

, Secretary

(CORPORATE SEAL)

ATTEST:

MARYANNE MORSE
Clerk to the Board of
County Commissioners of

Seminole County, Florida.

For use and reliance
of Seminole County only.

Approved as to form and
legal sufficiency.

County Attorney
AC/1pk
1/25/04
ps-5172

3 Attachments:

Exhibit “A” - Scope of Services
Exhibit “B” - Sample Work Order
Exhibit “C” - Rate Schedule
Exhibit “D” -

By:

Date:

By:

Date:

20

PBS&J, INC.

, President

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA

, Chairman

As authorized for execution by
the Board of County Commissioners
at their , 20
regular meeting.

Truth in Negotiations Certificate



EXHIBIT A

Master Agreement for Consumptive Use Permit Assistance

Scope of Work: Seminole County is seeking qualifications from firms to provide
professional assistance with the preparation of Consumptive Use Permits (CUPs)
and related negotiations with the St. Johns River Water Management District
(District).  An application to consolidate the County’s various CUPs was
submitted to the District in November 2003 and a request for additional
information (RAI) has since been received from the District. A preliminary
response to this RAI was developed under a separate agreement; however,
further RAls are anticipated. This master agreement will serve to continue the
efforts completed to date and provide the County with professional services
resulting in a consolidated CUP that cost effectively meets the water supply

needs of Seminole County.

Work under this agreement may include but is not limited to: data collection and
analysis, groundwater modeling and analysis, wetlands evaluations, limited water
supply planning, evaluation of historical water use data, evaluation of future land
uses, geographic information systems analysis, development of temporary
consumptive use permits, coordination and negotiation meetings and any other

related assignments that the County requests.



Board of County Commissioners 8 WO RK ORDER

SEMINOLE COUNTY‘ FLORIDA Work Order Number:

Master Agreement No.: Dated:
Contract Title:
Project Title:

Consultant:
Address:
ATTACHMENTS TO THIS WORK ORDER: METHOD OF COMPENSATION:
[ 1 drawings/plans/specifications [ ] fixed fee basis
[ 1 scope of services [ 1 time basis-not-to-exceed
[ ] special conditions [ ] time basis-limitation of funds

(

TIME FOR COMPLETION: The services to be provided by the CONTRACTOR shall commence upon execution of
this Agreement by the parties and shall be completed within *X” (days, months, years) of the effective date of
this agreement. Failure to meet the completion date may be grounds for Termination for Default.

Work Order Amount: DOLLARS ($ )

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, the parties hereto have made and executed this Work Order on this day of
20 ; for the purposes stated herein. 1S SECTION TO BE COMPLETED BY THE COUNTY

ATTEST:

(Company Name)

By:
, Secretary , President
(CORPORATE SEAL) Date:
......... KEKKKKKEKEKK mmmmcmmmee KKKKEKKEKEEK o mmcccmme KEEKKKKK KKK ammmmmmcmes KKK KEKEKEKEKEK cacamcammm
ATTEST: BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

SEMINOLE COUNTY, FLORIDA

By:
MARYANNE MORSE Carlton D. Henley, Chairman
Clerk to the Board of County Commissioners of
Seminole County, Florida Date:
For use and reliance of Seminole County only. As authorized for execution by the Board of
Approved as to Form and legal sufficiency. County Commissioners at their .
20 regular meeting.
County Attorney
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WORK ORDER
TERMS AND CONDITIONS

a) Execution of this Work Order by the COUNTY shall serve as authorization for the CONSULTANT to
provide, for the stated project, professional services as set out in the Scope of Services attached as
Exhibit “A” to the Master Agreement cited on the face of this Work Order and as further delineated in
the attachments listed on this Work Order.

b) Term: This work order shall take effect on the date of its execution by the County and expires upon
final delivery, inspection, acceptance and payment unless terminated earlier in accordance with the
Termination provisions herein.

c) The CONSULTANT shall provide said services pursuant to this Work Order, its Attachments, and the
cited Master Agreement (as amended, if applicable) which is incorporated herein by reference as if it
had been set out in its entirety.

d) Whenever the Work Order conflicts with the cited Master Agreement, the Master Agreement shall
prevail.

e) METHOD OF COMPENSATION - If the compensation is based on a:

M FIXED FEE BASIS, then the Work Order Amount becomes the Fixed Fee Amount and the
CONSULTANT shall perform all work required by this Work Order for the Fixed Fee Amount.
The Fixed Fee is an all-inclusive Firm Fixed Price binding the CONSULTANT to complete the
work for the Fixed Fee Amount regardless of the costs of performance. In no event shall
the CONSULTANT be paid more than the Fixed Fee Amount.

(i) TIME BASIS WITH A NOT-TO-EXCEED AMOUNT, then the Work Order Amount becomes the
Not-to-Exceed Amount and the CONSULTANT shall perform alt the work required by this
Work Order for a sum not exceeding the Not-to-Exceed Amount. In no event is the
CONSULTANT authorized to incur expenses exceeding the not-to-exceed amount without
the express written consent of the COUNTY. Such consent will normally be in the form of
an amendment to this Work Order. The CONSULTANT's compensation shall be based on
the actual work required by this Work Order and the Labor Hour Rates established in the
Master Agreement.

iii) TIME BASIS WITH A LIMITATION OF FUNDS AMOUNT, then the Work Order Amount
becomes the Limitation of Funds amount and the CONSULTANT is not authorized to exceed
the Limitation of Funds amount without prior written approval of the COUNTY. Such
approval, if given by the COUNTY, shall indicate a new Limitation of Funds amount. The
CONSULTANT shall advise the COUNTY whenever the CONSULTANT has incurred expenses
on this Work Order that equals or exceeds eighty percent (80%) of the Limitation of Funds
amount. The CONSULTANT’s compensation shall be based on the actual work required by
this Work Order and the Labor Hour Rates established in the Master Agreement.

f) Payment to the CONSULTANT shall be made by the COUNTY in strict accordance with the payment
terms of the referenced Master Agreement.

g) Itis expressly understood by the CONSULTANT that this Work Order, until executed by the COUNTY,
does not authorize the performance of any services by the CONSULTANT and that the COUNTY, prior to
its execution of the Work Order, reserves the right to authorize a party other than the CONSULTANT to
perform the services called for under this Work Order; if it is determined that to do so is in the best
interest of the COUNTY.

h) The CONSULTANT shall sign the Work Order first and the COUNTY second. This Work Order becomes
effective and binding upon execution by the COUNTY and not until then. A copy of this Work Order will
be forwarded to the CONSULTANT upon execution by the COUNTY.
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Exhibit “C”
Rate Schedule




Exhibit "D"

Truth in Negotiations Certificate

This is to certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief, the wage
rates and other factual unit costs supporting the compensation (as defined
in section 287.055 of the Florida Statues (otherwise known as the
“Consultants’ Competitive Negotiations Act” or CCNA) and required
uhder CCNA subsection 287.055 (5) (2)) submitted to Seminole County
Purchasing and Contracts Division, Contracts Section, either actually or

by specific identification in writing, in support of PS- - * are
(Date)*

—accurate;complete;and current-as-of

This certification includes the wage rates and other factual unit costs
supporting any Work Orders or Amendments issued under the agreement

between the Consultant and the Gounty.

Fimm

Signature

Name

Title

Date of execution™**

or other submission

* Identify the pro?qsal, request for price adjustment,

involved, giving the appropriate identifying number (e.g., PS No.).

year when wage rates were submitted or, if

** Insert the day, month, and
at is as close as

applicable, an earlier date agreed upon between the parties th
practicable to the date of agreement on compensation. .

%% Insert the day, month, and year of signing.

(End of certificate)



